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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

This two-part report presents the results of the seventeenth national survey of drug use 
and related attitudes among American high school seniors and the twelfth national sur
vey of American college students. This year's report also presents for the first time 
results from the newly-added national surveys of eighth and tenth grade students. 
Volume I contains the results from the secondary school samples of eighth, tenth, and 
twelfth graders. The results from college students and young adults are reported in 
Volume II. All of these data derive from the ongoing national research and reporting 
program entitled Monitoring the Future: A Continuing Study of the Lifestyles and 
Values of Youth, which is conducted at the University of Michigan's Institute for Social 
Research and has been funded through a series of research grants from the National 
Institute on Drug Abuse. The study is sometimes referred to as the High School Senior 
Survey, since each year a representative sample of al1 seniors in public and private high 
schools in the coterminous United States is surveyed. However, it also includes repre
sentative samples of young adults from previous graduating classes who are 
administered follow-up surveys by mail, and representative samples of American college 
students one to four years past high school also have been encompassed by these follow
up samples each year since 1980. Finally, in 1991 annual surveys of eighth and tenth 
grade students were added; thus the term National High School Senior Survey has 
become increasingly outdated. 

SURVEYS OF HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS 

Two of the major topics which continue to be included in this present series of annual 
reports are the prevalence of drug use among American high school seniors, and trends 
in use by seniors since the study began in 1975. Distinctions among important 
demographic subgroups in the population are made. In fact, this year racial/ethnic com
parisons are included for the first time. Also reported are data on grade of first use, 
trends in use at lower grade levels, intensity of drug use, attitudes and beliefs among 
seniors concerning various types of drug UScl, and their perceptions of certain rBlevant 
aspects of the social environment. 

SURVEYS OF EIGHTH AND TENTH GRADE STUDENTS 

Because results from eighth and tenth grade students are available only for 1991, no 
trend data are yet available for them. However, the cross-sectional results for them-in 
terms of use, attitudes and beliefs, cha:,~cteristics of the social milieu, etc.-are included 
here and are integrated with the data from twelfth graders so that cross-grade com
parisons are facilit8ted. In general, the annual surveys of eighth and tenth grade stu
dents use procedures and measures which closely parallel those for high school stlniors, 
except that fewer questionnaire forms (two instead of six) and, therefore, fewer variables 
are measured on the younger students. 
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These lower grades were added in compliance with requests in the national strategy on 
drug abuse, but the logic for this expansion had become quite compelling in any case. 
The use of drugs clearly had radiated downward in the age spectrum, making the early 
and middle adolescent years those in which the initiation of drug use was likely to take 
place. In addition, prevention efforts, which have expanded very considerably in recent 
years, are being implemented primarily in these earlier age @Toups; there is a con
siderable need for national comparison data on drug use trends with which to compare 
the results of evaluations being done on many of these studies. We are hopeful that. the 
inclusion of these grades will not only improve our general understanding of the etiology 
of drug use at these earlier stages, but also will be helpful in both the design and 
evaluation of the prevention programs being developed to influence young people in 
these grades. 

SURVEYS OF COLLEGE STUDENTS AND YOUNG ADULTS GENERALLY 

Data on the prevalence and trends in drug use among young adults who have completed 
high school are also incorporated into this report series. These data are reported 
primarily in Volume II, though a brief summary of them is given in Chapter 2, "Over
view of Key Findings." The period of young adulthood (late teens to the late twenties) is 
particularly important because this tends to be the period of peak use for many drugs. 
The continuing epidemic of cocaine use among young adults also makes this an age 
group of particular policy importance. 

The Monitoring the Future study design calls for continuing follow-up panel studies of a 
subsample of the participants in each participating senior class, beginning with the 
class of 1976. Thus, data were gathered in 1991 on representative samples of the 
graduating classes of 1976 through 1990, corresponding to modal ages of 19 to 33. 
Ccmprehensive results from this population are presented in Volume II. 

Two chapters in Volume II present data on college students specifically. This segment of 
the young adult population has not been well repI'esented in other national surveys, 
because many college students live on campus, in dormitories, fraternities, and 
sororities, and these group dwellings are not included in the national household survey 
population. Trends are presented on drug use among college students since 1980, the 
first year in which a good national sample of college students onE': to four years past high 
school was available from the follow ... up survey. Thus the 1991 study constitutes the 
twelfth national survey of American college students in this series. 

CONTENT AREAS COVERED IN TIDS REPORT 

Initially, eleven separate classes of drugs were distinguished for this series of reports; 
marijuana (including hashish), inhalants, hallucinogens, cocaine, heroin, opiates other 
than heroin (both natural and synthetic), stimulants (more specifically, amphetamines), 
sedatives, tranquilizers, alcohol, and tobacco. This particular organization of drug use 
classes was chosen to heighten comparability with a parallel series of publications based 
on the National Institute on Drug Abuse's na:cional household surveys on drug abuse. 
Separate statistics are also presented here for several sub-classes of drugs within these 
more general classes: PCP and LSD (both hallucinogens), barbiturates and methaqua
lone (both e'ildatives), the amyl and butyl nitrites (both inhalants), and crack and other 
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cocaine. Trend data for PCP and nitrites are available only since 1979 when questions 
about the use of these drugs were added to the stud.y because of increasing concern over 
their rising popularity and possibly deleterious effects. For similar reasons, "crack" 
cocaine; was added to the 1986 survey and the questions on crack were expanded in 
1987. MDMA or "ecstasy" was added in 1989 (to follow-up surveys only) and crystal 
methamphetamine (,lice") was added in 1990. Barbiturates and methaqualone, which 
constitute the two components of the Usedatives" class as used here, have been 
separately measured from the outset. Data for them have been presented separately 
because their trend lines are substantially different. A somewhat different class of 
drugs-anabolic steroids-was added in 1989 because of its dangers and its increasing 
illicit use among young people. 

For drugs other than alcohol, cigarettes, and nonprescription stimulants, practically all 
of the information reported here deals with illicit use. Respondents are asked to exclude 
any occasions on which they used any of the psychotherapeutic drugs under medical 
supervision. (Some data on the medically supervised use of such drugs are contained in 
the full 1977, 1978, 1981, and 1983 volumes, and a separate article gives trends in the 
medical use of these drugs. 1

) 

Throughout this report we have chosen to focus considerable attention on drug use at 
the higher frequency levels rather than simply reporting proportions who have ever used 
various drugs. This is done to help differentiate levels of seriousness, or extent, of drug 
involvement. While there still is no public consensus on what levels or patterns of use 
constitute "abuse," there is surely a consensus that higher levels of use are more likely 
to have detrimental effects for the user and society than are lower levels. We have also 
introduced indirect measures of dosage per occasion, by asking respondents the duration 
and intensity of the highs they usually experience with each type of drug. Chapter 7 of 
this report deals with those results. 

For both licit and illicit drugs, separate chapters are devoted to age of first use; the stu
dents' own attitudes and beliefs; the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of othsrs in their 
social environment; and perceived drug availability. Some of these variables have 
proven to be important explanators of the secular trends in use which have been 
observed. 

Chapter 10, "Other Findings from the Study," deals with the use of nonprescription 
stimulants including diet pills, stay-awake pills, and the "look-alike" pseudo
amphetamines. Questions on these substances were placed in the survey beginning in 
1982 because the use of such substances appeared to be on the rise, and also because 
their inappropriate inclusion by some respondents in their answers about amphetamine 
use were affecting the observed trends. This chapter continues to presont trend results 
on those nonprescription substances. 

Trend results from a set of questions on the use of marijuana at a daily or near-daily 
level are also presented in Chapter 10. These questions were added to enable us to 
develop a more complete indiyidual history of daily use over a period of years, and they 
reveal some very interesting facts about the frequent users of this drug. 

lJohnston, L. D., O'Malley, P. M., & Bachman, J. G. (1987). Psychotherapeutic, licit, and illicit use 
of drugs among adolescents: An epidemiological perspective. Journal of Adolescent Health Care, 8, 36-51. 
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The content of two chapters in Volume II ("Attitudes and Beliefs About Drugs Among 
Young Adults," and "The Social Milieu for Young Adults") parallel the topics covered for 
high school seniors in Volume I; namely, perceived risks of various drugs, personal disM 
approval uf various forms of drug use, exposure to the use of various drugs through 
friends and others, perceived norms in their own friendship circles, and pJrceived 
availability nf various drugs. 

PURPOSES AND RATIONALE FOR THIS RESEARCH 

Perhaps no area has proven more clearly appropriate for the application of systematic 
research and reporting than the drug field, given its rapid rate of change, its importance 
for the wellMbeing of the nation, and the amount of legislative and administrative in terM 
vention which continues to be addressed to it. Young people are often at the leading 
edge of social change-and this has been particularly true in the case of drug use. The 
massive upsurge in illicit drug use during the last twentYMfive years has proven to be 
primarily a youth phenomenon, with onset of use most likely to occur during adoles
cence. Y Dung adults in their twenties are also among the age groups at highest risk for 
illicit drug use: indeed, the widespread epidemic of the last twenty years really began on 
the nation's college campuses. From one year to the next particular drugs rise or fall in 
popularity, and related problems occur for youth, for their families, for goyt\rnmental 
agencies, and for society as a whole, This year's findings show that changes c(lntinue to 
take place. 

One of the major purposes of the Monitoring the Future series is to develop an accurate 
picture of the current drug use situation and trends-this in itself is a formidable task, 
given tb.e illicit and illegal nature of most of the phenomena under study. Having a 
reasonably accurate picture of the basic size and contours of the problem of illicit drug 
use among young Americans is a prerequisite for rational public debate and policy 
making. In the absence of reliable prevalence data, substantial misconceptions can 
develop and resources can be misallocated. In the absence of reliable data on trends, 
early detection and localization of emerging problems are more difficult, and assessments 
of the impact of major historical and policy-induced events are much more conjectural. 

The study also monitors a number of factors which may help to explain the observed 
changes in drug use. Some of them are presented in this series of volumes, including 
peer norms regarding drugs, beliefs about the dangers of drugs, perceived availability, 
and so on. In fact, monitoring these factors has made it possible to examine a central 
policy issue for the country in its war 011 drugs-namely the relative importance of sup
ply reduction effects vs. demand reduction effects in bringing about some of the observed 
declines in drug use. 

In addition to accurately assessing prevalence and trends and trying to determine the 
causes of them, the Monitoring the Future study also has many important research 
objectives which are not addressed in this series of volumes. Among these other objec
tives are: helping to determine which young people are at greatest risk for developing 
various patterns of drug abuse; gaining a better understanding of the lifestyles and 
value orientations associated with various patterns of drug use, and monitoring how 
those orientations are shifting over time; determining the immediate and more genera.l 
aspects of the social environment which are associated with drug use and abuse; deter
mining how drug use is affected by major transitions in social environment-such as 
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entry into military service, civilian employment, college, unemployment, or in social 
roles-marriage, pregnancy, parenthood; determining the life course of the various drug 
using behaviors from early adolescence to middle adulthood; distinguishing such "age 
effects" from cohort and period effects in determining drug use; determining the effects 
of social legislation on various types of substance use; and, determining the changing 
connotations of drug use and changing patterns of multiple drug use among youth. We 
believe that the differentiation of period, age, and cohort effects in substance use of 
various types has been a particularly important contribution of the project, and one 
which its cohort-sequential research design is especially well-suited to make. Readers 
interested in pUblications dealing with any of these other areas should write the authors 
at the lnstitute for Social Research, The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, M.ichigan, 
48106-1248. 
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Chapter 2 

OVERVIEW OF KEY FINDINGS 

This monograph reports findings from the ongoing research and reporting project 
entitled Monitoring the Future: A Continuing Study of the Lifestyles and Values of 
Youth. Each year since 1975, in-school surveys of nationally representative samples of 
high school seniors have been conducted. Beginning in 1991, surveys of eighth and 
tenth grade students also have been conducted. In addition, each year since 1976, rep
resentative subsamples of the participants from each previous graduating class have 
been surveyed by mail. 

Findings on the prevalence and trends in drug use and related factors are presented in 
this report for high school seniors and also for young adult high school graduates 19-32 
years old. Trend data are presented for varying time intervals, covering up to sixteen 
years in the case of the high school senior population. For college students, a par
ticularly important subset of this young adult population on which there currently exist 
no other nationally representative data, we present detailed prevalence and trend 
results (since 1980) in Volume II of this report. The high school dropout segment of the 
population-about 15%- 20% of an age group-is of necessity omitted from the coverage 
of these populations, though this omission would have little effect on the coverage of col
lege students. An appendix to this report discusses the likely impact of omitting 
dropouts from the sample coverage at senior year. Very few students will have left 
school by eighth grade, of course, and relatively few by the end of tenth grade, so the 
results of the school surveys at those levels should be generalizable to the great majority 
of the relevant age cohorts. 

A number of important findings emerge from these three national populations
secondary school students, college students, and all young adults through age 32 who 
are high school graduates. They have been summarized and integrated in this chapter 
so that the reader may quickly get an overview of the key results. However the detailed 
findings on college students and all young adults are presented separately in Volume II 
of this report, which is to be published a few months subsequent to Volume 1. 

TRENDS IN ILLICiT DRUG USE 

• In 1991, we saw a continuation of the longer-term gradual decline 
in the proportion of all three populations involved in the use of any 
illicit drug, with the proportion reporting use in the past year 
among high school seniors dropping from the 1990 level by 3% (to 
29% in 1991), among college students also dropping by 4% (to 29% 
in 1991), and among all young adults 19 to 28 by 4% (to 27% in 
1991). 
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The proportion of these populations using an.y illicit dru.g other 
than marijuana in the prior year also fell, by 2% among seniors 
(to 16% ill 1991), by 2% among college students (to 13%), and by 
2% among all young adults (to 14%). Clearly, despite the improve
ments, large proportions of our young people are fairly recent users 
of drugs which are for the most part both illegal and dangerous . 

• The use of crack cocaine appeared to level in 1987 at relatively 
low prevalence rates, at least within these populations. (This 
occurred despite the fact that the crack phenomenon continued a 
process of diffusion to new communities that year.) In 1991, 
lifetime prevalence for seniors continued to decline (to 3.1%, down 
from 5.4% in 1987), and annual prevalence declined to 1.5% (down 
from 3.9% in 1987). Among young adults one to ten years past high 
school, lifetime prevalence is slightly higher (4.8%, down from 6.9% 
in 1988) and annual prevalence is slightly lower (1.2%, down from 
3.1% in 1988) than among seniors. 

In 1991, college students one to four years past high school showed 
an annual crack prevalence of 0.5% (down from 2.0% in 1987 but 
down only 0.1% in 1991). Their annual prevalence is now a frac
tion of that observed among their age-mates not in college (1.3%). 
In high school, annual crack prevalence among the college-bound is 
also lower than among those not bound for college·(1.1% VS. 2.3%). 

There is now rather little regional variation in crack use with 
annual prevalence among seniors highest in the West (1.8%), fol
lowed by the North Central (1.5%), the Northeast (1.3%), and the 
South (1.2%). All regions have exhibited a decline. Use is now 
lower in the large cities and the nonmetropolitan areas (both at 
1.2%) than in the smaller cities at 1. 7%. 

We believe that the particularly intense media coverage of the 
hazards of crack cocaine, which took place quite early in what could 
ha ve been a considerably more serious epidemic, likely had the 
effect of "capping" that epidemic early by deterring many would-be 
users and by motivating many experimenters to desist use. While 
3.1 % of seniors report ever having tried crack, only 0.7% report use 
in the past month, indicating noncontinuation by 77% of those who 
try it. The overall downward trend can be explained both in terms 
of lower initiation rates among students and higher noncontinua
tion rates. 

• Cocaine in general began to decline a year earlier than crack, tpe 
annual prevalence rate between 1986 and 1987 dropping by 
roughly four-tenths in all three populations studied.2 As we had 
predicted earlier, the decline occurred when young people began to 
see experimental and occasional use-the type of use they are most 

2Unless otherwise specified, all references to "cocaine" refer to the use of cocaine in any form, 
including crack. 
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likely to engage in-as more dangerous; and this happened by 
1987, probably partly because the hazards of cocaine use received 
extensive media coverage in the preceding year, but almost surely 
in part because of the cocaine-related deaths in 1986 of sports stars 
Len Bias and Don Rogers. 

In 1991, this broad decline continued, with annual prevalence fall
ing from 5.3% to 3.5% among seniors, from 8.6% to 6.2% among 
young adults one to ten years past high school, and from 5.6% to 
3.6% among college students. In sum, annual prevalence of cocaine 
use has how fallen by more than two-thirds among all three 
populations. 

Having risen substantially since 1986, the perceived risk of using 
cocaine in general showed no further change in 1991. Percei.ved 
risk for crack in particular actually dropped in 1991-perhaps due 
to much less public attention being paid to the drug. However, stu
dent disapproval of cocaine use continued to climb. Through 1989, 
there was no decline in perceived availability; in fact, it rose 
steadily after 1984 suggesting that decreased availability played no 
role in bringing about the substantial downturn in use. After 
1991, however, perceived availabilit.y dropped by nea~ly 8% among 
seniors, which may be explained by the greatly reduced proportions 
of seniors who say they have any friends who use, since friendship 
circles are an import.ant part of the supply system. 

As with all the illicit drugs, lifetime cocaine prevalence climbs with 
age, actually exceeding 30% by age 27. Unlike all of the other 
illicit drugs, active use-Le., annual prevalence or monthly preva
lence-also climbs substantially after high school. 

• The decli: JS in crack and cocaine use in 1991 were accompanied by 
a further decline for a number of other drugs as well. The annual 
prevalence of marijuana use among seniors continued its long 
decline, and fell significantly to the lowest level since the study 
began (24%, down 3% from 1990 and down by more than half from 
a peak level of 51% in 1979.) A similar decrease occurred among 
college students (27%, down 3% from 1990 and down from a peak 
level of 51% in 1980) and among all young adults one to ten years 
past high school (down 2.3% to 24%; data before 1986 not avail
able). Daily marijuana use fell non-significantly among seniors 
(down 0.2% t{) 2.0%) and young adults (down 0.2% to 2.3%); it rose 
slightly among college students (up 0.1% to 1.8%). For seniors, this 
represents more than a three-quarters overall drop in daily use 
from the peak level of 10.7%, observed in 1978. College students 
have dropped by three-fourths from our first reading of 7.2% in 
1980 . 

• Another widely used class of illicit drugs showing a continuing 
decline in 1991 is stimulants. Declines in use continued among all 
three populations as part of a longer-term trend that began in 
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1982. Since 1982, annual prevalence has faH~n from 20% to 8% 
among senior.s and from 21% to 4% among college students. 
Annual prevalence is also 4% among young adults, but long-term 
trends are not yet available for 19-28 year aIds. 

• Concurrent with this drop in illicit amphetamine use is an increase 
in the use of over~the-counter stay-awake pills, which usually con
tain caffeine as their active ingredient. Their annual prevalence 
among seniors nearly doubled in eight years, from 12% in 1.982 to 
23% in 1990. No further change was seen in 1991. which had a 
22% prevalence. Increases have also occurred among the young 
adult population (where annual prevalence is up by about one
third, to 21%, among the 19 to 22 year aIds.) 

The other two classes of nonprescription stimulants-the "look
alikes" and the over-the-counter diet pills-have actually shown 
some fall-off among both seniors and young adults in recent years. 
Still, among seniors some 28% of the females have tried diet pills 
by the end of senior year, 14% have used them in the past year, 
and 6% in just the past month. 

• LSD use has been fairly constant in recent years among seniors (at 
about 5% annual prevalence), following a period of some decline. 
However, among college students there has been a statistically sig
nificant increase across the 1989-1991 interval, from 3.4% to 5.1%. 
Among all young adults the increase over that two year interval 
was from 2.7% to 3.8%. 

• PCP use fell sharply, from an annual prevalence of 7.0% in 1979 to 
2.2% in 1982 among high school seniors. It reached a low point of 
1.2% in 1988, increased a bit to 2.4% in 1989, and then fell back to 
1.4% by 1991. For the young adults, the annual prevalence rate is 
now only 0.3%. 

• The annual prevalence of heroin use has been very steady since 
1979 among seniors at 0.5% to 0.6%, (Earlier, it had fallen from 
1.0% in 1975.) The decline to 0.4% in 1991 was not statistically 
significant. The heroin statistics for young adults and college stu
dents have also remained quite stable in recent years at low rates 
(about 0.1 % to 0.2%). 

• The use of opiates other than heroin had been fairly level over 
most of the life of the study. Seniors have had an annual preva
lence rate of 4% to 6% since 1975. In 1991, however, the first 
recent significant decline (from 4.5% to 3.5%) was observed. Young 
adults 5n their twenties have generally shown a very gradual 
decline from 3.1% in 1986 to 2,5% in 1991. 
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• A long and substantial decline, which began in 1977, has occurred 
for tranquilizer use among high school seniors. Annual preva· 
lence now stands at 3.6% compared to 11% in 1977. For the young 
adult sample, annual prevalence has now declined to 3.5% and for 
the college student sample to 2.4%. 

'. The long·term gradual decline in barbiturate use, which began at 
least as early as 1975, when the study began, halted in 1989; the 
annual prevalence among seniors fell to 3.3%, compared to 10.7% 
in 1975. It remains at 3.4% in 1991. Annual prevalence of this 
class of sedative drugs is even lower among the young adult sample 
(1.8%), and lower still among college students specifically (1.2%). 

• Methaqualone, another sedative drug, has shown quite a different 
trend pattern. Its use rose steadily among seniors from 1975 to 
1981, when annual prevalence reached 8%. It then fell rather 
sharply to 0.5% by 1991. Use" also fell among all young adults and 
among college students, which had annual prevalence rates of only 
0.3% and 0.2%, respectively in 1989-the last year in which they 
were asked about this drug. In recent years~ shrinking availability 
may well have played a role in this drop, as legal manufacture and 
distribution of the drug ceased. 

• In suro l four classes of illicitly used drugs which have had an 
impact on appreciable proportions of young Americans in their late 
teens and twent,ies are marijuana, cocaine, stimulants, and 
LSD. In 1991, among high school seniors, they show annual prev
alence rates of 24%, 4%, 8%, and 5%, respectively. Among college 
students in 1991, the comparable annual prevalence rates are 27%, 
4%, 4%, and 5%; and for all high scheol graduates one to ten years 
past high school (the "young adult" sample) they are 24%, 6%, 4%, 
and 4%. It is worth noting that LSD has climbed in the rankings 
because it has not declined during a period in which cocaine, 
amphetamines, and other drugs have declined appreciably. 

College-N oncollege Differences 

• American college students (defined here as those respondents one 
to four years past high school who were actively enrolled full-time 
in a two- or four·year college) show annual usage rates for a num
ber of drugs which are about average for their age group, including 
any illicit drug, marijuana specifically (although their rate of 
daily marijuana use is about two-thirds what it is for the rest of 
their age group, i.e., 1.8% vs. 2.7%), inhalants, hallucinogens, 
heroin, LSD and opiates other than heroin. For several 
categories of drugs, however, college students have rates of use 
which are below those of their age peers, including any illicit drug 
other than marijuana, cocaine, crack cocaine specifically, 
stimulants, and barbiturates. They actually have a slightly 
higher rate of use for MDMA or "ecstasy." 
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Since college-bound seniors had below average rates of use on all of 
these illicit drugs while they were in high school, their eventually 
attainirtg parity on many of them reflects some closing of the gap. 
As results from the study published elsewhere have shown, the 
"catching upn may be explainable more in terms of differential 
rates of leaving the parental home and of getting married than in 
terms of any direct effects of college per se. (College students are 
more likely to have left the parental home and less likely to have 
gotten married than their age peers.) 

• In general, the trends since 1980 in illicit substance use among 
American college students have been found to parallel those of 
their age peers not in college. That means that for most drugs 
there has been a decline in use over the interval. Further, all 
young adult high school graduates through age 28, as well as col
lege students taken separately, show trends which are highly paral
lel for the most part to the trends among high school seniors, 
although declines in the active use of many of the drugs over the 
past half decade have been proportionately larger in these two 
older populations than among high school seniors. 

Male-Female Differences 

• Regarding sex differences in the three populations, males are more 
likely to use most illicit drugs, and the differences tend to be 
largest at the higher frequency levels. Daily marijuana use 
among high school seniors in 1991, for example, is reported by 3.0% 
of males vs. 0.9% of females; among all young adults by 3.6% of 
males vs. 1.4% of females; and among college students, specifically, 
by 2.5% of males vs. 1.3% of females. The only exceptions to the 
rule that males are more frequently users of illicit drugs than 
females occur for stimulant and tranquilizer use in high school, 
where females are at the same level or slight.1y higher. The sexes 
also attain near parity on stimulant and tranquilizer use among 
the college and young adult populations. 

TRENDS IN ALCOHOL USE 

• Regarding alcohol use in these age groups, several findings are 
noteworthy. First, despite the fact that it is illegal for virtually all 
high school students and most college students to purchase 
alcoholic beverages, experience with alcohol is almost universal 
among them (88% of seniors have tried it) and active use is 
widespread. Most important, perhaps, is the widespread occurrence 
of occasions of heavy drinking-here measured by the percent 
reporting five or more drinks in a row at least once in the prior 
two-week period. Among seniors this statistic stands at 30% and 
among college students it stands at 43%. 
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• Regarding trends in alcohol use, during the period of recent decline 
in the use of marijuana and other illicit drugs there appears not to 
have been any "displacement effect" in t.erms of any increase in 
alcohol use among seniors. (It was not uncommon to hear such a 
displacement hypothesis asserted.) If anything, the opposite seems 
to be true. Since 1980, the monthly prevalence of alcohol use 
among seniors has gradually declined, from 72% in 1980 to 54% in 
1991. Daily use declined from a peak of 6.9% in 1979 to 3.6% in 
1991 j and the prevalence of drinking five or more drinks in a 
row during the prior two-week interval fell from 41 % in 1983 to 
30% in 1991. 

CollegeMNoncollege Differences 

• The data from college students show a quite different pattern in 
relation to alcohol use. They show less drop-off in monthly preva
lence since 1980 (about 7%), and no clearly discernible change in 
daily use or in occasions of heavy drinking, which is at 43% in 
1991-higher than the 30% among high school seniors. Since both 
their noncollege-age peers and high school students have been 
showing a net decrease in occasions of heavy drinking since 1980, 
the college s.tudents stand out in having maintained a very high 
rate of binge or party drinking. Since the college-bound seniors in 
high school are consistently less likely to report occasions of heavy 
drinking than the noncollege·bound, this reflects their "catching up 
and passing" their peers after high school. 

• In most surveys from 1080 onward, college students have had a 
daily drinking rate (4.1% in 199r) which is slightly lower than 
that of their age peers (4 .• 5% in 19';)1), suggesting that they are 
somewhat more likely to confine their drinking to weekends, on 
which occasions they tend to drink a lot. Again, college men have 
much higher rates of daily drinking than college women: 6.0% 
vs. 2.5%. The rate of daily drinking has fallen considerably among 
the noncollege group from 8.7% in 1981 to 4.5% in 1991. 

Male-Female Differences 

• There remains a qui.te substantial sex difference among high school 
seniors in the prevalence of occasions of heavy drinking (21% for 
females vs. 38% for males in 1991); this difference generally has 
been diminishing very gradually since the study began over a 
decade ago. 

• There also remain very substantii'al sex differences in ".lcohol use 
among college students, and young adults generally, with males 
drinking more. For example, 52% of college males report having 
five or more drinks in a row over the previous 1; .. ~C) weeks vs. 35% of 
college females. However, there has been litth~ change in the dif
ferences between 1980 and 1991. 
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TRENDS IN CIGARETTE SMOKING 

• A number of important findings have emerged from the study con
cerning cigarette smoking among American adolescents and 
young adults. Of greatest importance is the fact that by late 
adolescence sizeable proportions of young people still are establish
ing regular cigarette habits, despite the demonstrated health risks 
associated with smoking. In fact, since the study began in 1975, 
cigarettes have consistently comprised the class of substance most 
frequently used on a daily basis by high school students. 

• While the daily smoking rate for seniors did drop considerably 
between 1977 and 1981 (from 29% to 20%), it has dropped very 
little in. the ten years since (by another 1.8%), despite the appreci. 
able downturn which has occurred in most other forms of drug use 
(incb\ding alcohol) during this period. And, despite all the adverse 
publicity and restrictive legislation addressed to the subject during 
the 1980's, the proportion of seniors who perceive "great risk" to 
the user of Buffering physical (or other) harm from pack-a~day 
smoking has risen only 5% since 1980 (to 69c}c in 1991). That 
means that nearly a third of seniors still do not feel there is a great 
risk associated with smoking. As we will see below, even smaller 
proportions of the younger students associate much risk with smok
ing. 

Age and Cohort-Related Differences 

• Initiation of daily smoking most often occurs in grades 6 through 9 
(i.e., at modal ages 11-12 to 14-15), with rather little further 
initiation after hi~h school, although a number of light smokers 
make the transition to heavy smoking in the first two years after 
high schooL Analyses presented in this volume and elsewhere have 
shown that cigarette smoking shows a clear "cohort effect." That 
is, if a class (or birth) cohort establishes an unusually high rate of 
smoking at an early age relative to other cohorts, it is likely to 
remain high throughout the life cycle. 

• As we reported in the "Other Findings from the Study" chapter in 
the 1986 volume in this series, some 53% of the half.·pack-awday (or 
more) smokers in senior year said that they had tried to quit smok
ing and found they could not. Of those who were daily smokers in 
high school, nearly three-quarters were daily smokers 7 to 9 years 
later (based on the 1985 survey), despite the fact that in high 
school only 5% of them t.hought they would 'Idefinitely" be smoking 
5 years hence. Clearly, the smoking :habit is established at an 
early age; it is difficult t{) break for those young people who have it; 
and young people greatly overrate their own ability to quit. And 
with the addition of eighth and tenth grade to the 1991 survey, we 
now know that younger children are even more likely than older 
ones to underestimate the dangers of smoking. 
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College-Noncollege Differences 

• A striking difference exists between college-bound and noncollege
bound high school seniors in terms of smoking rates. For example, 
smoking half-pack or more a day is nearly three times as prevalent 
among the non college-bound (19% vs. 7%). Amlmg respondents one 
to four years past high school, those not in college dhow the same 
dramatically higher rate of smoking compared to that found among 
those who are in college, with half-pack-a-day smoking standing at 
18% and 8%, respectively. 

Male-Female Differences 

• In 1991, a.mong college students, females have slightly higher 
probabilities of being daily smokers. 

DRUG USE IN EIGHTH AND TENTH GRADES 

To this point the discussion has focused primarily on trends in use, because of their 
great policy importance. Since eighth and tenth grade students were surveyed for the 
first time in 1991, a discussion cf changes at those grade levels is not yet possible, 
though we suspect that most of the trends would paralbl those observed among seniors. 
(The major exception may occur for cigarettes, change in which we have shown to be 
explainable more by class cohort than by historical period.) However, a number of inter
esting findings emerge from these earlier grade levels. Table 4, in this volume, gives the 
prevalence rates for all drugs by all prevalence periods for the eighth, tenth, and twelfth 
grade samples. Among the most noteworthy findings are these: 

• By eighth grade, which corresponds to a modal age of 13, 70% of 
youngsters report having tried alcohol and more than a quarter 
(27%) say they have already been drunk at least once. 

• Cigarettes have been tried by nearly half of eighth graders (~14%) 
and 14%, or one in seven, say they have smoked in the prior month. 
Only 53% say they think there is great risk associated with being a 
};:ack-a-day smoker. 

• Inhalants have been used by more than one in every six eighth 
graders (18%) and 4.4% say they have used in the past month. 
'.chis is the only class of drugs for which l ... ')e is substantially higher 
in eighth grade than in tenth or twelfth grade. 

• Marijuana has been tried by one in i::lvery ten eighth graders (10%) 
but has been used in the prior month by only 3%. Today, some 42% 
of eighth graders see great risk associated with even trying 
marijuana. 
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• A surprisingly large number of eighth graders say they have tried 
prescription-type stimulants (10.5%), though only 2.6% say they 
have used in the prior 30 days. These figures may be exaggerated 
by the inclusion of non-prescription stimulants, however. 

• Consistent with the retrospective reports from seniors, which have 
been included in this series in previous years, relatively few eighth 
graders say they have tried most of the other illicit drugs yet. 

• However, the large numbers who have already begun use of the so~ 
called "gateway drugs" (cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana) sug~ 
gests that a substantial number of eighth grade students are 
already at risk, proceeding further along the fairly orderly progres~ 
sion of involvement. 

• The lifetime prevalence rates in 1991 were: 3.8% for tran .. 
quilizers, 3.2% for hallucinogens, 2.3% for cocaine, 1.3% for 
crack cocaine specifically, and 1.2% for heroin. Some 1.9% indi
cated that they had tried steroids; 3% of the eighth grade boys 
reported such use. 

Racial/Ethnic Comparisons 

While we have published articles elsewhere on ethnic differences in drug use, this 
is the first volume in this series to include prevalence and trend data for the three 
largest ethnic groupings-whites, blacks, and Hispanics taken as a group. (Sample size 
limitations simply do not allow finer breakdowns unless many years are combined.) Fur
ther, 1991 is the first year in which we have eighth and tenth grade data, on which eth
nic comparisons would be less likely to be affected by differential dropout rates among 
the three groups, than would be true for seniors. A number of interesting findings 
emerge in these comparisons, and the reader is referred to Chapters 4 and 5 for a full 
discussion of them. 

• Black students show lower usage rates vn most drugs, licit and 
illicit, than do white students; and this is true across grade levels. 
In some cases, the differences are quite large. 

• Black students have a much lower prevalence of daily cigarette 
smoking (for example, 5% vs. 21% in senior year), due to the fact 
that their smoking rate continued to decline after 1983 or so, while 
the rate for whites stabilized. 

• In twelfth grade, binge' drinking is much less likely to be reported 
by black students (12%) than by white (33%) or Hispanic students 
(30%). 

• In twelfth grade, of the three groups, whites have the highest rates 
of use on a i~umber of drugs, including marijuana, inhalants, 
hallucinogens, LSD specifically, barbiturates, methaqualone, 
amphetamines, tranquilizers, opiates other than heroin, 
alcohol, and cigarettes. 
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• However, in senior year, Hispanics have the highest usage rate for 
a number of the most dangerous drugs: cocaine, crack, other 
cocaine, PCP, heroin, ice, and steroids. Further, in eighth 
grade, Hispanics have the highest rates not only on these drugs, 
but on many of the others, as well. For example, in eighth grade, 
the lifetime prevalence for Hispanics, whites, and blacks is 17%, 
9%, and 8% for marijuana; 19%, 18%, and 11% for inhalants; 
5%, 3%, and 1% for hallucinogens; 51%, 46%, and 35% for ciga
rettes; 19%, 13%, and 10% for binge drinking; etc. In other 
words, Hispanics have the highest rates of use for nearly all drugs 
in eighth grade, but not in twelfth, which suggests that their 
higher dropout rate may change their relative ranking by twelfth 
grade. There also may be a tendency to begin use earlier-a 
hypothesis yet to be tested. 

• With regard to trends, seniors in all three racial/ethnic groups 
exhibited the recent decline in cocaine use, although black seniors 
did not show as large an increase in use as did whites and 
Hispanics; therefore, their decline was less steep. 

• For virtually all of the illicit drugs, the three groups have tended 
to trend in parallel. Because white seniors had achieved the 
highest level of use on a number of drugs-like stimulants, bar
biturates, methaqualone, and tranquilizer.s-they also had the 
largest d.eclines; blacks have had the lowest rates, and therefore, 
the smallest declines. 

• Important racial/ethnic differences in cigarette smoking have 
emerged among seniors during the life of the study. In the late 
70's, the three groups were fairly similar in their smoking rates; all 
three mirrored the general decline in smoking from 1977-1981. 
Since 1981, however, smoking rates have declined very little for 
whites and Hispanics, but the rates for blacks continued to decline 
steadily. As a result, in 1991, the daily smoking rates for blacks is 
one-quarter to one-third that for whites. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

• To summarize the findings on trends, over the last ten years there 
have been appreciable declines in the u.se of a number of the illicit 
drugs among seniors, and even larger declines in their use among 
American college students and young adults more generally. The 
stall in these favorable trends in all three populations in 1985, as 
well as an increase in active cocaine use that year, should serve as 
a reminder that these improvements cannot be taken for granted. 
Fortunately, in 1986 we saw the general decline resume and the 
prevalence of cocaine level off, albeit at peak levels; and since then 
the general decline continued, while cocaine use took a sharp 
downturn (in 1987) for the first time in more than a decade, and it 
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continued to decline through 1991. Crack use began to decline in 
1988 among seniors and continues to gradually decline in all three 
populations for which trend data are available. 

While the normal type of trend data are not available, a com
parison of the levels of inhalant use across the three grade levels, 
combined with the retrospective trend data from seniors, suggests 
that the use of inhalants (other than the nitrite inhalants, which 
tend to be used at an older age than most others) may have been 
increasing-particularly at lower ages. If so, this would be a trend 
contrary to those observed for nearly all other illicit drugs. 

• While the overall picture has improved considerably in recent 
years, the amount of illicit as well as licit drug use among 
America's younger age groups is still striking when one takes into 
account the following facts: 

By their late twenties, about 75% of today's young adults 
have tried an illicit drug, Including about 50% who have 
tried some illicit drug other than (usually in addition to) 
marijuana. Even for high school seniors these proportions 
still stand at 44% and 27%, respectively. 

By age 27, 30% have tried cocaine; and as early as the 
senior year of high school 8% have done so. Roughly one in 
every thirty seniors (3.1%) have tried the particularly 
dangerous form of cocaine called crack: in the young adult 
sample 5.3% have tried it. 

Some 2.0% of high school seniors in 1991 smoke marijuana. 
daily, and roughly the same proportion (2.3%) of young 
adults aged 19 to 28 do, as well. Among all seniors in 1991, 
9% had been daily marijuana smokers at some time for at 
least a month, and among young adults the comparable 
figure is 16%. 

Some 30% of seniors have had five or more drinks in a 
row at least once in the prior two weeks, and such behavior 
tends to increase among young adults one to four years past 
high school. The prevalence of such behavior among male 
college students reaches 52%. 

Some 28% of seniors have smoked cigarettes in the month 
prior to the survey and 19% already are daily smokers. In 
addition, many of the lighter smokers will convert to heavy 
smoking after high school. For example, more than one in 
every five young adults aged 19 to 28 is a daily smoker 
(22%), and one in six (16%) smokes a half-pack-a-day or 
more. 
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• Despite the improvements in re~ent years, it is still true that this 
nation's secondary school students and young adults show a level of 
involvement with illicit drugs which is greater than has been docu
mented in any other industrialized nation in the world. Even by 
longer-term historical standards in this country, these rates remain 
extremely high. Heavy drinking also remains widespread and 
troublesome; and certainly the continuing initiation of large 
proportions of young people to cigarette smoking is a matter of the 
greatest public health concern . 

• Finally, we note the seemingly unending capacity of pharmacologi
cal experts and amateurs to discover new substances with abuse 
potential that can be used to alter mood and consciousness, as well 
the potential for our young people to "rediscover" older drugs, such 
as LSD. While as a society we have made significant progress on a 
number of fronts in the fight against drug abuse, we must con
tinually be preparing for, and remaining vigilant against, the open
ing of new fronts, as well a~l the reemergence of trouble on the older 
ones. 
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Chapter 3 

STUDY DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 

The research design, sampling plans, and field procedures used in both the in-school sur
veys of seniors, and the follow-up surveys of young adults, are presented in this chapter. 
Related methodo1.ogical issues such as response rates, population coverage, and the 
validity of the measures will also be discussed. 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES FOR THE SURVEYS OF SENIORS 

The data from high school seniors are collected during the spring of each year, beginning 
with the class of 1975. Each data collection takes place in approximately 125 to 135 
public and private high schools selected to provide an accurate representative cross
section of high school seniors throughout the coterminous United States (see Figure 1). 

The population under study. There are several reasons for choosing the senior year of 
high school as an optimal point for monitoring the drug use and related attitudes of 
youth. First, the completion of high school represents the end of an important develop
mental stage in this society, since it demarcates both the end of universal public educa
tion and, for many, the end of living in the parental home. Therefore, it is a logical 
point at which to take stock of the cumulated influences of these two environments on 
American youth. Further, the completion of high school represents the jumping-off 
point from which young people diverge into widely differing social environments and 
experiences. Finally, there are some important practical advantages to building a sys
tem of data collections around samples of high school seniors. The need for systemati
cally repeated, large-scale samples from which to make reliable estimates of change 
requires that considerable stress be laid on cost efficiency as well as feasibility. The last 
year of high school constitutes the final point at which a reasonably good national 
sample of an age-specific cohort can be drawn and studied economically. 

The omission of dropouts. One limitation in the design to date has been that it does 
not include in the target population those young men and women who drop out of high 
school before graduaticln-between 15 and 20 percent of each age cohort nationally, 
according to U.S. Census statistics. The omission of high school dropouts does introduce 
biases in the estimation of certain characteristics of the entire age group; however, for 
most purposes, the small proportion of dropouts sets outer limits on the bias. Further, 
since the bias from missing dropouts should remain just about constant from year to 
year, their omission should introduce little or no bias in change estimates. Indeed, we 
believe the changes observed over time for those who finish high school are likely to 
parallel the changes for dropouts in most instances. An Appendix to this volume 
addresses the likely effects of the exclusion of dropouts on estimates of prevalence of 
drug use and trends in drug use among the entire age cohort; the reader is referred to it 
for a more detailed discussion of this issue. 
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Sampling procedures. A multi-stage random sampling procedure is used for securing 
the nationwide sample of high school seniors each year. Stage 1 is the selection of 
particular geographic areas, Stage 2 the selection of one or more high schools in each 
area, and Stage 3 the selection of seniors within each high school. This three-stage 
sampling procedure yielded the numbers of participating schools and students shown in 
Table 1. 

Questionnaire administration. About. ten days before the administration, students 
are given flyers explaining the stUdy. The actual questionnaire administrations are con
ducted by the local Institute for Social Research representatives and their assistants, 
following standardized procedures detailed in a project instruction manual. The ques
tionnaires are administered in classrooms during a normal class period whenever pos
sible; however, circumstances in some schools require the use of larger group 
administrations. 

Questionnaire format. Because many questions are needed to cover all of the topic 
areas in the study, much of the questionnaire content is divided into six different ques
tionnaire forms which are distributed to participants in an ordered sequence that 
ensures six virtually identical subsamples. (Five questionnaire forms were used between 
1975 and 1988.) About one-third of each questionnaire form consists of key or "core" 
variables which are common to all forms. All demographic variables, and nearly all of 
the drug use variables included in this report, are included in this core set of measures. 
Many of the questions dealing with attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions of relevant fea
tures of the social environment are contained in only a single form, however, and are 
thus based on one-sixth as many cases (i.e., approximately 2,600 respondents in 1991) 
or one-fifth as many cases in 1975-1988 (e.g., approximately 3,300 respondents in 
1988). All tables in this report give the sample sizes upon which the statistics are 
based, stated in terms of weighted numbers of cases (which are roughly equivalent to 
the actual numbers of cases). 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES FOR THE SURVEYS OF THE 
EIGHTH AND TENTH GRADERS 

For reasons indicated in Chapter 1, beginning in 1991 we expanded the study to include 
nationally representative samples of eighth and tenth grade students. Our intention is 
to conduct similar surveys on an annual basis and to conduct follow-up surveys of repre
sentativ(' sub-samples from each year's sample. As of 1991, however, no follow-ups have 
yet been implemented. 

In general, the procedures used for the annual surveys of eighth and tenth grade stu
dents closely parallel those used for high school seniors, including the procedures for 
selecting schools and students, questionnaire administrations, and questionnaire for
mats. A major exceptions is that only two different questionn.aire forms are used, 
rather than the six used with seniors. Identical forms are used for both eighth and 
tenth grades, and, for the most part, questionnaire content is drawn from the twelfth 
grade questionnaires. Thus, key demographic variables and measures of drug use aJ"ld 
related attitudes and beliefs are generally identical for all three grades. The two forms 
used in both eighth and tenth grades have a common core (Parts B and C) that parallels 
the core used in twelfth grade, and each form has somewhat different questions in Parts 
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A and D. Many fewer questions about lifestyles and values are included in these forms 
than in the twelfth grade forms, in part because we think that many of these attitudes 
are more likely to be formed by twelfth grade, and therefore are best monitored there. 

For the national survey of eighth graders, approximately 160 schools are sampled, and 
approximately 18,000 students are surveyed. For the tenth graders, approximately 130 
schools are sampled, and approximately 16,000 students are surveyed. 

Our intention is to conduct follow-up surveys at two-year intervals of subsamples of the 
eighth and tenth graders participating in the study, much as is done with senior follow
up samples. The first such follow-up would be implemented in 1993. This plan has 
influenced the design of the cross-sectional studies of eighth and tenth graders in two 
important ways. First, in order to "capture" many of the eighth grade participants two 
years later in the normal tenth grade cross-sectional study for that year, we select the 
eighth grade schools by first drawing a sample of high schools and then selecting a 
sample of their feeder schools which contain eighth graders. This extra stage in the 
sampling process means that many of the eighth grade participants in, say, the 1991 
cross-sectional survey will also be participants in the 1993 cross-sectional survey of 
tenth graders. Thus, a fair amount of panel data will have been generated at no 
additional cost. 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES FOR 'l'HE FOLLOW·UP SURVEYS OF 
SENIORS 

Beginning with the graduating class of 1976, -each class is followed up annually after 
high school on a continUltng basis. From the roughly 15,000 to 17,000 seniors originally 
participating in a given ~~lass, a representative sample of 2,400 individuals is chosen for 
follow-up. In order to emsure sufficient numbers of drug users in the follow-up surveys, 
those fitting certain criteria of current drug use (that is, those reporting 20 or more uses 
of marijuana, or any use of any of the other illicit drugs, in the previous 30 days) are 
selected with higher probability (by a factor of 3.0) than the remaining seniors. Dif
ferential weighting is then used in all follow-up analyses to compensate for the differen
tial sampling probabilities. Because those in the drug-using stratum receive a weight of 
only .33 in the calculation of all statistics to compensate for thbir overrepresentation, 
the actual numbers of follow-up cases are somewhat larger than the weighted numbers 
reported in the tfibles. 

The 2,400 selected respondents from each class are randomly assigned to one of two 
matching groups of 1,200 each; one group is surveyed on even-numbered calendar years, 
while the other group is surveyed on odd-numbered years. This two-year cycle is 
intended to reduce respondent burden, and thus yield a better retention rate across 
years. 

Follow-up procedures. Using information provided by respondents at the time of the 
senior survey (name, address, phone number, and the name and address of someone who 
would always know how to reach them), mail contacts are maintained with those 
selected for inclusion in the follow-up panels. Newsletters are sent each year, and name 
and address corrections are requested. The questionnaires are sent by certified mail in 
the spring of each year. A check for $5.00, made payable to the respondent, is attached 
to the front of each questionnaire. Reminder letters and postcards go out at fixed inter-
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vals thereafter; finally, those not responding receive a prompting phone call from the 
Survey Research Center's phone interviewing facility in Ann Arbor. If requested, a 
second copy of the questionnaire is sent; but no questionnaire content is administered by 
phone. 

Panel retention rates. To date the panel retention rates have remained quite high. In 
the first follow-up after high school, about 82% of the original panel have returned ques
tionnaires. The retention rate reduces with time, as would be expected. The 1991 panel 
retention from the class of 1976-the oldest of the panels, now aged 33 (15 years past 
high schoo1)-still remains at 65%. 

Corrections for panel attrition. Since, to a modest degree, attrition is associated with 
drug use, we have introduced corrections into the prevalence estimates presented here 
for the follow-up panels. These raise the prevalence estimates from what they would be 
uncorrected, but only slightly. We believe the resulting estimates to be the most 
accurate obtainable for the population of high school senior graduates but still low for 
the age groU1J as a wbole, due to the omission of dropouts and absentees from the 
population covered by the original panels.3 

REPRESENTATIVENESS AND VALIDITY 

School participation. Schools are invited to participate in the study for a two-year 
period. With very few exceptions, each school in the original sample, after participating 
for one year of the study, has agreed to participate for a second year. Each year thus 
far, from 66 percent to 80 percent of the schools invited to participate initially have 
agreed to do SOi for each school refusal, a similar schO\.')I (in terms of size, geographic 
area, urbanicity, etc.) is recruited as a replacement. '.2he selection of replacement 
schools almost entirely removes problems of bias in region, ur1lanicity, and the like, that 
might result from certain schools refusing to participate. Other potential biases could 
be more subtle, however. If, for example, it turned out that most schools with "drug 
problems" refused to participate, that would seriously bias the sample. And if any other 
single factor were dominant in most refusals. that also might suggest a source of serious 
bias. In fact, however, the reasons for a school refusing to participate are varied and 
are ofter~ a function of happenstance events specific to that particular year; only a very 
small proportion specifically object to the drug content of the survey. Thus we feel quite 
confident that school refusals have not seriously biased the surveys. 

3The intent of the weighting process is to correct for the effects of diflerential attrition on follow-up 
drug use estimates. Different weights are used for different substances. Cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana 
each have one weight for every follow-up of each graduating class. The weights are based on the observed 
differences in the distribution on an index of use of the relevant substance in the follow-up compared to the 
base year distribution. For example, the distribution on the index of marijuana use in the 1988 follow-up of 
approxi:mately 1,000 respondents from the class of 1976 was compared to the original 1976 base-year dis
tribution for the entire base-year class of 17,000 respondents; and weights were derived which, when 
applied to the base-year data for only those in the 1988 follow-up, would reproduce the original base-year 
frequency distribution. A similar procedure is used to determine a weight for aU illicits other than 
marijuana combined. In this case, however, an average weight is derived across graduating classes. Thus, 

. the same weight is applied, for example, to all respondents in the follow-up of 1988, regardless of when they 
graduated from high school. 
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Schools are selected in such a way that half of each year's sample is comprised of schools 
which participated the previous year, and half is comprised of schools which will par
ticipate the next year. This staggered half-sample design is used to check on possible 
err01:S in the year-to-year trend estimates due to school turnover. Specifically, separate 
sets of one-year trends are computed using first that half-sample of schools which par
ticipated in both 1975 and 1976, then the half-sample which participated in both 1976 
and 1977, and so on. Thus, each one-year tre;nd estimate derived in this way is based 
on a constant set of about 65 schools. When the resulting trend data (examined 
separately for each class of drugs) are compared with trends based on the total samples 
of schools, the results are highly similar, indicating that the trend estimates are little 
affected by turnover or shifting refusal rates in the school samples. The absolute preva
lence estimates for a given year are not as accurate using just the half-sample, however. 

Student participation. Completed questionnaires are obtained from 77% to 86% of all 
sampled seniors in participating schools each year (see Table 1). Student participation 
rates for eighth and tenth gradeil are sClmewhat higher (90% at 87%, respectively, in 
1991). The single most important reason that students are missed is absence from class 
at the time of data collection; in most cases it is not workable to schedule a special 
follow-up data collection for absent students. Students with fairly high rates of absen
teeism also report above-average rates of drug use; therefore, there is some degree of 
bias introduced into the prevalence estimates by misslng the absentees. Much of that 
bias could be corrected through the use Df special weighting; however, we decided not to 
use such a weighting procedure because the bias in overall drug use estimates was 
determined to be quite small, and because the necessary weighting procedures would 
have introduced undesirable complications. Appendix A of one of our earlier reports4 

provides a discussion of this point and the Appendix to this report shows trend and 
prevalence estimates which would result with corrections for absentees included. 

Of course, some students are not absent from class, but simply refuse when asked to 
complete a questionnaire. However, the proportion of explicit refusals amounts to less 
than 1 percent of the target sample. . 

Sampling accuracy of the estimates. For purposes of this introduction, it is suffi
cient to note that drug use estimates based on the total sample of seniors each year have 
confidence intervals that average about + 1% (as shown in Table 2, confidence intervals 
vary from ± 2.1 % to smaller than ± 0.3 depending on the drug).5 This means that had 
we been able to invite all schools and all seniors in the 48 coterminous states to par
ticipate, the results from such a massive survey should be within about one percentage 
point of our present findings for most drugs at least 95 times out of 100. We consider 
this to be a high level of sampling accuracy, and one that permits the detection of fairly 
small changes from one year to the next. 

4Johns"wu, L.D., O'Malley, P.M., & Bachman, J.G. (1984). Drugs and American high school students: 
1975-1983. (DHHS (ADM) 85-1374.) Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

5Confidencl~ intervals for the eighth and tenth grade samples would be comparable. 
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VALIDITY OF THE MEASURES OF SELF·REPORTED DRUG USE 

The question always arises whether sensitive behaviors )ike drug use are honestly 
reported. Like most studies dealing with sensitive behaviors, we have no direct, totally 
objective validation of the present measures; however, the considerable amount of 
inferential evidence that exists strongly suggests that the self-report questions produce 
largely valid data. A more ~omplete discussion of the contributing evidence which leads 
to this conclusion Il\ay be found in other publications; here we will only briefly sum
marize the evidence. 6 

First, using a three-wave panel design, we established that the various measures of self
reported drug use have a high degree of reliability-a necessary condition for validity.7 
In essence, this means that respondents were highly consistent in their self-reported 
behaviors over a three- to four-year time interval. Second, we found a high degree of 
consistency among logically related measures of use within the same questionnaire 
administration. Third, the proportion of seniors reporting some illicit drug use by senior 
year has reac1cr.l,ld two-thirds of all respondents in peak years and nearly as high as 80% 
in some follow-up years, which constitutes prima facie evidence that the degree of under .. 
reporting must be very limHed, Fourth, the seniors' reports of use by their friends
about which they would presumably have less reason to distort-has been highly consis
tent with self-reported use in the aggregate in terms of both prevalence and trends in 
prevalence, as will be discussed later in this report. Fifth, we have found self-reported 
drug use to relate in consistent and expected ways to a number of other attitudes, 
behaviors, beliefs, and social situations-in other words, there is strong evidence of "con
struct validity," Sixth, the missing data rates for the self~reported use questions are 
only very slightly higher than for the preceding nonsensitive questions, in spite of the 
instruction to respondents to leave blank those drug use questions they felt they could 
not answer honestly. And seventh, the great majority of respondents, when asked, say 
they would answer such questions honestly if they were users. 

This is not to argue that self-reported measures of drug use are valid in all cases. In the 
present study we have gone to great lengths to create a situation and set of procedures 
in which students feel that their confidentiality will be protected. We have also tried to 
present a convincing case as to why such research is needed. We think the evidence sug
gests that a high level of validity has been obtained. Nevertheless, insofar as there 
exists any remaining reporting bias, we believe it to be in the direction of underreport
ing. Thus, we believe our estimates to be lower than their true values, even for the 
obtained samples, but not substantially so. 

Consistency and the measurement of trends. One further point is worth noting in a 
discussion of the validity of the findings. The Monitoring the Future project is designed 
to be sensitive to changes from one time to another. Accordingly, the measures and 

6Johnston, L.D., & O'Malley, P.M. (1985). Issues of validity and population coverage in student sur
veys of drug use. In B.A. Rouse, N.J. Kozel, & L,G. Richards (Eds.), Self-report methods of estimating drug 
use: Meeting current challenges to validity (NIDA Research Monograph No. 57 (ADM) 85-1402). 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office; Johnston, L.D., O'Malley, P.M., & Bachman, 
J.G. (1984). Drugs and American high school students: 1975-1983 (DHHS (ADM) 85-1374). Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

70'Malley, P.M., Bachman, J.G., & Johnston, L.D. (1983). Reliability and consistency in self-reports 
of drug use. International Journal of the Addictions, 18, 805-824. 
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procedures have been stand.ardized and applied consistently across each data collection. 
To the extent that any biases remain because of limits in school and/or student par
ticipation, and to the extent that there are distortions (lack of validity) in the responses 
of some students, it seems very likely that such problems will exist in much the same 
way from one year to the next. In other words, biases in the survey estimates will tend 
to be consistent from one year to another, which means that our measurement of trends 
should be affected very little by any such biases. The smooth and consistent nature of 
most trend curves reported for the various drugs provides rather compelling empirical 
support for this assertion. 
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Chapter 4 

PREVALENCE ,OF DRUG USE AMONG EIGHTH, 
TENTH, AND TWELFTH GRADE STUDENTS 

This section summarizes the levels of drug use reported by the national samples of 
eighth, tenth, and twelfth grade students surveyed in 1991. Prevalence and frequency 
of use data are included for lifetime use, use in the past year, and use in the past 
month. The prevalence of current daily use also is provided. There are comparisons of 
key subgroups in the population based on sex, college plans, region of the country, 
population density (or urbanicity), socioeconomic status, and racial/ethnic identification. 

Because we think that the revised questions on amphetamine use, introduced in 1982, 
give a more accurate picture of the actual use of that (!ontrolled substance, all references 
to amphetamine prevalence rates in this section, as well as references to proportions 
using "any illicit drug" or "any illicit drug other than marijuana", will be based on that 
revised version of the amphetamine question. 

It should be noted that all of thB prevalence statistics given in this section are based on 
students in attendance on the day of the survey administration Selected prevalence rate 
estimates reflecting adjustments for absentees, as well as for dropouts, may be found in 
the Appendix to this report. 

PREVALENCE AND FREQUENCY OF DRUG USE IN 1991: ALL STUDENTS 

Lifetime, Annual, and Monthly Prevalence and Frequency 

• Table 4 provides the prevalence rates for all drugs at all three grade 
levels on lifetime, annual, past 30 days, and daily in past 30 days. 
Table 5 provides the frequency of use for each drug within each 
prevalence period; Figure 2 presents the drugs ranked by lifetime 
prevalence within each grade level. 

• Less than half of all seniors (44%) reporL illicit drug use at some 
time in their lives. More than a trurd of them have used only 
marijuana (17% of the samplE:: or 39% of all illicit users). 
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TABLE 2 

Lifetime Prevalence (Percent Ever Used) 
of Various Types of Drugs: 

Observed Estimates and 95% Confidence Limits 
Class of 1991 

(Approx. N :::: 15000) 

Lower Observed Upper 
!!.!!!h estimate !!!!ill. 

MarijuaneJHashish 34.6 36.7 38.9 

Inhalantsa 16.5 17.6 18.8 
Inhalants Adjustedb 16.6 18.0 19.5 

Amyl & Butyl Nitritesc 1.0 l.n 2.4 

Hall ucinogens 8.5 9.6 10.8 
Hallucinogens Adjustedd 9.0 10.0 11.1 

LSD 7.8 8.8 9.9 
PCpc 2.1 2.9 4.0 

Cocaine 6.8 7.8 8.9 

"Crack" 2.5 3.1 3.8 
Other cocainee 6.3 7.0 7.8 

Heroin 0.7 0.9 1.2 

Other opiatesf 5.9 6.6 1.3 

Stimulants Adjustedf,g 14.1 15.4 16.8 
Crystal Methamphetamine (Ulce,,)h 2.5 3.3 4.4 

Sedativasc•f 5.5 6.7 8.2 

Barbiturates f 5.4 6.2 7.2 
Methaqualonec,f 0.8 1.3 2.1 

Tranquilizersf 6.3 7.2 8.2 

Alcohol 86.2 88.0 89,6 

Cigarettes 61.3 63.1 64.9 

Steroidsh 1.5 2.1 3.0 

aData based on five questionnaire forms. N is five-sixths of N indicated. 

b Adjusted for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. See text for 
details. 

CData based on a single questionnaire form. N is one-sixth of N indicated. 

dAdjustcd for underreporting of PCP. See text for details. 

eData based on four questionnaire forms. N is four-sixths of N indicated. 

fOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

gaased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude 
the inappropriate reporting of non-prescription stimulants. 

hData based on two questIonnaire forms. N is two·sixths orN indicated. 
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• More than a quarter of all seniors (27%) report having used an 
illicit drug other than marijuana at some time.8,9 

• Table 2 provides, for seniors, the 95% confidence interval around 
the lifetime prevalence estimate, for each drug. 

• Marijuana is by far the most widely used illicit drug among' 
seniors with 37% reporting some use in their lifetime, 24% report
ing some use in the past year, and 14% reporting some use in the 
past month. It is also the most widely used illicit drug among 
tenth graders, with 23% lifetime prevalence, 17% annual preva
lence, and 9% current (30-day) prevalence. Among the eighth 
graders it is also one of the most prevalent of the illicit drugs (10% 
lifetime prevalence) although inhalani:~ have a considerably 
higher lifetime prevalence (18%), and stimulants a slightly higher 
one (11%). 

• In tenth and twelfth grades, inhalants are the second most 
prevalent of the illicits other than marijuana, with lifetime preva
lence rates of 16% and 18%, respectively. These are followed closely 
by stimulants, with lifetime prevalence rates of 13% and 15%, 
respectively. However, in terms of current use, the inhalants would 
rank lower at these grade levels since more of the early users have 
discontinued use, as will be discussed in the next section of this 
chapter. 

• Cocaine is the next most widely used substance among seniors (8% 
lifetime prevalence) but ranks lower among eighth and tenth 
graders because of its relatively late age of onset compared to other 
'drugs. 

• Heroin is the least commonly used of the illicit drugs with about 
1 % of each grade level reporting any experience. Use is slightly 
higher in the lower two grade levels (1.2% lifetime prevalence in 
grades 8 and 10) than among seniors (0.9%). This unusual cir
cumstance, which seems to show up in number of studies, likely 
reflects the fact that heroin users are considerably more likely to 
have left school by senior year. It is, after all, a very deviant 
behavior, and all the more so when it occurs at a young age. 

8Use of "other illicit drugs" includes any use of hallucinogens, cocaine, or heroin or any use of other 
opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, methaqualone (excluded in 1990-1991), or tranquili:lers that is not under 
a doctor's orders. 

9Indexes of any illicit drug use, or any illicit drug use other than marijuana, have not been calcu
lared for eighth and tenth graders because usable data do not exist for certain component classes of drugs
in particular, sedatives and opiates other than heroin. Questions on these drugs were included in the ques
tionnaires given to eighth and tenth graders, but the results lead us to believe that some respondents were 
including nonprescription drugs in their answers, resulting in exaggerated prevalence rates. 

35 



• Crack cocaine now has a very low prevalence in all grade levels; a 
lifetime prevalence of 1 %, 2%, and 3%, respectively for grades B, 10, 
and 12. Crack is the form of cocaine which comes in small chunks 
or "rocks," which are smoked, thus providing a more rapid and 
intense high. It came onto the American scene very rapidly during 
the mid-BO's,10 

• Some 3.1% of all seniors indicated having tried crack at some time 
in their lives. Roughly half of those (1.5% of all seniors) reported 
use in the past year, but only one-fourth of them (0.7% of all 
seniors) reported use in the last month. Among those seniors who 
used cocaine in any form during the past year (3.5% of all 
seniors), about 43% used it in crack form, usually in addition to 
using it in powdered form. 

• The specific classes of inhalants known i:'lS amyl and butyl 
nitrites, which have been sold legally and go by the street names of 
"poppers" or "snappers" and such brand names as Locker Room and 
Rush, have been tried by only one in sixty seniors (1.6%). Their use 
is not asked of eighth and ten.th grade students. 

• In past years, the inha.lant estimates for seniors have been 
adjusted upward after we discovered that the users of amyl and 
butyl nitrites did not always report themselves to be inhalant 
users. Because we included questions specifically about nitrite use 
for the first time in one 1979 senior questionnaire form, we were 
able to discover this problem and make estimates of the degree to 
which inhalant use was being underreported in the overall 
estimates. As a result, all prevalence estimates for inhalants have 
been increased, with the proportional increase being greater for 
the more recent time intervals (Le., last month, last year) because 
use of the other common inhalants, such as glue and aerosols, is 
more likely to have been discontinued prior to senior year) making 
nitrite use proportionally more important in later years. 

• We also discovered in 1979, when questions specifically about PCP 
use were added, that some users of PCP did not report themselves 
as users of hallucinogens, even though PCP is explicitly included as 
an example in the questions about hallucinogens. Thus, from 1979 
onward, the hallucinogen prevalence and trend estimates for 

lOWe included a single question about crack use for the first time in the 1986 survey of seniors; it 
was contained in only a single questionnaire form and asked only of those indicating some cocaine use 
during the prior twelve months. In the 1987-1989 surveys of seniors, we included our full standard set of 
three questions asked for each drug (frequency of use in lifetime, last 12 months, and last 30 days) for crack 
use in two questionnaire forms (N=6,500 in 1987 and 1988, N=5,500 in 1989). Beginning in 1990, the 
crack prevalence questions were included in all six questionnaire forms. 
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TABLE3a 

Lifetime Prevalence (Percent Ever Used) 
and Recency of Use of 

Various Types of Drugs 
Eighth Graders, 1991 

(Approx. N = 17500) 

Past 
year, 
not Not 

Ever Pam; past past Never 
lJRd lIl!!Jlth m2Ilili n..w: .uml 

MarijuanalHashish 10.2 3.2 3.0 4.0 89.8 

Inhalants 17.6 4.4 4.6 8.6 82.4 

Hallucinogens 3.2 0.8 1.1 1.3 96.8 

LSD 2.7 0.6 1.1 1.0 97.3 

Cocaine 2.3 0.5 0.6 1.2 97.7 

"Crack- 1.3 0.3 0.4 0.6 98.7 

Other cocaine 2.0 0.5 0.5 1.0 98.0 

Heroin 1.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 98.8 

Stimulantsa 10.5 2.6 3.6 4.3 89.5 

Tranquilizersa 3.8 0.8 1.0 2.0 96.2 

Alcohol 70.1 25.1 28.9 16.1 29.9 

Cigarettes 44.0 14.3 (29.7)b 56.0 

Steroids 1.9 0.4 0.6 0.9 98.1 

aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

hnte combined total for the two columns is shown because the question asked did not 
discriminate between the two answer categories. 
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TABLE3b 

Lifetime Prevalence (Percent Ever Used) 
and Recency of Use of 

Various Types of Drugs 
Tent.~ Graders, 1991 

(Approx. N = 14800) 

Past 
year, 
not Not 

Ever Pllst past past Never 
~ m!mili m.ruilll ~ l1Wi 

MarijuanaIHaahish 23.4 8.7 7.8 6.9 76.6 

Inhalants 15.7 2.7 4.4 8.6 84.3 

Hallucinoget18 6.1 1.6 2.4 2.1 93.9 

LSD 5.6 1.5 2.2 1.9 94.4 

Cocaine 4.1 0.7 1.5 1.9 95.9 

·Crack" 1.7 0.3 0.6 0.8 98.3 

Other cocaine 3.8 0.6 1.5 1.7 96.2 

Heroin 1.2 0.2 0.3 0.7 98.8 

Stimulantsll 13.2 3.3 4.9 5.0 86.8 

Tranquilizera8 5.8 1.2 2.0 2.6 94.2 

Alcohol 83.8 42.8 29.5 11.5 16.2 

Cigarettes 55.1 20.8 (34.3)b 44.9 

Steroids 1.8 0.6 0.5 0.7 98.2 

sOnly drug use which was not under s doctor's ordera is included here. 

borhe combined total for the two columns is shown because the question asked did not 
discriminate between the two answer categories. 
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TABLE 3c . 
Lifetime Prevalence (Percent Ever Used) 

and Recency of Use of 
Various Types of Drugs 
Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Approx. N = 15000) 

Past 
year, 
not N9t 

Ever Past past past 
used month month :-rear -...--

MarijuanalHashish 36.7 13.8 10.1 12.8 

Inhalantsa 17.6 2.4 4.2 11.0 
Inhalants Adjustedb 18.0 2.(; 4.3 11.1 

Amyl & Butyl NitritesC 1.6 0.4 0.5 0.7 

Hallucinogens 9.6 2.2 3.6 3.8 
Hallucinogens Adjustedd 10.0 2.4 3.7 3.9 

LSD 8.8 1.9 3.3 3.6 
PCpc 2.9 0,5 0.9 1.5 

Cocaine 7,8 1.4 2.1 4.3 

"Crack" 3.1 0.7 0.8 1.6 
Other cocainee 7.0 1.2 2.0 3.8 

Heroin 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.5 

Other opiatesf 6.6 1.1 2.4 3.1 

Stimula1tts Adjustedf,g 15.4 3.2 5.0 -" I.~ 

Crystal Methamphetamine CUlce,,)h 3.3 0.6 0.8 1.9 

Sedativesc,f 6.7 1.5 2.1 3,1 

Barbituratesf 6.2 1.4 2.0 2.8 
Methaqualonec,f 1.3 0.2 0.3 0.8 

Tranquilizersf 7.2 1.4 2.2 3.6 

Alcohol 88.0 54.0 23.7 10.3 

Cigarettes 63.1 28.3 (34.8)i 

Steroidsh 2.1 0.8' 0.6 0.7 

aData based on five questionnaire forms. N is five-sixths of N indicated. 

b Adjusted for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. See ~ext for details. 

CData based on a single questionnaire form. N is one-sixth of N indicated. 

dAdjusted for underreporting of PCP. See text for details. 

eData based on four questionnaire forms. N is four-sixths of N indicated. 

fOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

gBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the 
inappropriate repoI'ting of non-prescription stimulants. 

hData based on two questionnaire forms. N is two-sixths of N indicated. 

Never 
used 

63.3 

82.4 
82.0 

98.4 

90.4 
90.0 

91.2 
9i.1 

92.2 

96.9 
93.0 

99.1 

93.4 

84.6 
96.7 

93.3 

93.8 
98.7 

92.8 

12.0 

36.9 

97.9 

iThe combined total for the two columns is shown because the questIon asked did 
not. dIscrimInate between the two answer categories. 
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FIGURE 2 

Prevalence and Recency of Use 
Various Types of Drugs, Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 
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FIGURE 2 (cont.) 

Prevalence and Recency of Use 

- - ----~~----~ 

Various Types of Drugs, Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

Twelfth Graders 
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seniors also have been adjusted upward to correct for this known 
underre~orting. PCP use is not asked of eighth and tenth 
graders. 1 

• Among seniors, lifetime prevalence for the specific hallucinogenic 
drug PCP now stands at 2.9%, substantially lower than that of the 
other most widely used hallucinogen, LSD (lifetime prevalence, 
8.8%). LSD has been tried by 2.7% of the eighth graders and 5.6% 
of the tenth graders. 

• Tranquilizers fall in the middle of the rankings, with lifetime 
prevalence rates of 4%, 6%, and 7% for grades 8, 10, and 12, 
respecti vely. 

• Sedatives and opiates other than heroin are also in the middle; 
both have been used by about 7% of seniors. (Data for eighth and 
tenth graders are not reported, as is explained in an earlier foot
note.) 

• Within the general class "sedatives," the specific drug methaqua
lone is now used by considerably fewer seniors (1.3% lifetime prev
alence) than the other, much broader subclass of sedatives, bar
biturates (6.2%). Because methaqualone use has become so 
limited, questions about its use have not been included in the 
eighth and tenth grade questi.onnaires. 

• The illicit drug classes remain in roughly the same order whether 
ranked by lifetime, annual, or monthly prevalence, as the data in 
Figure 2 illustrate. The only important change in ranking occurs 
for inhalant use among the tenth and twelfth graders compared to 
the eighth graders, because use of some inhalants, like glues and 
aerosols, tends to be discontinued at a relatively early age. 

• Use of either of the two major licit drugs, alcohol and cigarettes, 
remains more widespread thd.n use of any of the illicit drugs, 
Nearly all students (88%) have tried alcohol by twelfth grade; 
more than half of all seniors (54%) are current users, i.e., they 
have USed it in just the past month (Tab!e 4). Even among eighth 
graders some 70% say they have tried alcohol and 25% are current 
drinkers. However, note in Table 5 that 21% of the eighth graders 
have used only once or twice-perhaps having a few sips. 

llBecause the data to adjust inhalant and hallucinogen use for seniors are available from only a 
single questionnaire form in a given year, the original uncorrected variables will be used in most relational 
analyses. We believe relat.ional analyses will be least affected by these underestimates and that the most 
serious impact is on prevalence estimates, which have been adjusted appropriately. Today, the very low 
levels of use for nitrites and PCP-the two drugs which were used to adjust the estimates for inhalants and 
hallucinogens, respectively-are so low that these adjustments are hardly relevant any longer. Therefore, 
questions about their use have not been included in the eighth and tenth grade questionnaires. 
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• Nearly two-thirds (63%) of seniors report having tried cigarettes 
at some time, and nearly one-third (28%) smoked at least some in 
the past month. Even among eighth graders, 44% report having 
tried cigarettes and 14% used in the past month. 

• While most of the discussion in this volume will focus on prevalence 
rates for different time periods (Le., lifetime, annual, and 3D-day), 
some readers will be interested in more detailed information about 
the frequency with which various drugs have been used in these 
same time reriods. Tables 5 and 6 present such frequency-of-use 
information in as much detail as the original question and answer 
sets contain. 

Daily Prevalence 

• Frequent use of any of these drugs is of greatest concern from a 
health and safety standpoint. Tables 9 and 14 and Figure 3 show 
the prevalence of current daily or near-daily use of the various clas
ses of drugs. For all drugs except cigarettes, respondents are con
sidp"'~d daily users if they indicate that they had used the drug on 
twenty or more occasions in the preceding 30 days. In the case of 
cigarettes, respondents explicitly ntate the use of one or more ciga
rettes per day. 

• The tables and figures show that, across all three grade levels, 
cigarettes are used daily by more of the respondents than any of 
the other drug classes: 7%, 13%, and 19% in grades 8, 10, and 12, 
respectively. In fact, many say they smoke half-a-pack or more per 
day (3%, 7%, and 11 %). 

• Daily use of alcohol is next most frequent, at all three grade 
levels, at 0.5%, 1.3%, and 3.6% in grades 8, 10, and 12. 

• Another important fact is that marijua"'l,a is still used on a daily 
or near-daily basis by about one in every 50 seniors (2.0%), 
although fewer students use daily in the eighth grade (0.2%) of 
tenth grade (0.8%). A larger proportion (3.6%) drink alcohol daily. 
(See the last chapter of this volume for a discussion of levels of past 
daily use and cumulative daily use of marijuana.) 

• Among seniors, less than 1% of the respondents report daily use of 
anyone of the illicit drugs other than marijuana. Seniors 
report 0.2% daily use of inhalants and stimulants, followed by a 
number of drug classes at 0.1% or below. While very low, these 
figures are not inconsequential, given that 1% of the high school 
class of 1991 represents between 25,000 and 30,000 individuals. 

• As would be expected, the daily use figures for the illicit drugs are 
very low in eighth and tenth grade. Marijuana is used daily by 
0.8% of tenth graders. Otherwise, all of these numbers are at or 
below 0.2%. 
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TABLE 4 

A Comparison of Drug Usage Rates 
Eighth, Tenth, a!1d Twelfth Graders, 1991 

LlCdimc AwlwU .a2:llIIx ~ 

&b. .lltl.h 12th &h .11lth l21h &.h .lOth l21h &.h .lOOl .l21h 

Approx.N .. 17500 14800 15000 17600 14800 15000 17500 14800 15000 17500 14800 15000 

MarijuanaIHaohiah 10.2 23.4 36.7 6.2 16.5 23.9 3.2 8.7 13.8 0.2 0.8 2.0 

Inhalantsa 17.6 15.7 17.6 9.0 7.1 6.6 4.4 2.7 2.4 0.2 0.1 0.2 
Inhalants, ac\l.b 18.0 6.9 2.6 0.5 

A.myl/Butyl Nitriter 1.6 0.9 0.4 0.2 

Hallucinogens 3.2 6.1 9.6 1.9 4.0 5.8 0.8 1.6 2.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 
Hallucinogens, ac\l.b 10.0 6.1 2.4 0.1 

LSD 2.7 5.6 8.8 1.7 3.7 5.2 0.6 1.5 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.1 
pep: 2.9 1.4 0.5 0.1 

Hallucinogens 
Other than LSD 1.4 2.2 3.7 0.7 1.3 2.0 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.0 0,0 0.0 

Cocaine 2.3 4.1 7.8 1.1 2.2 3.5 0.5 0.7 1.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 
·Crsck" 1.3 1.7 3.1 0.7 0.9 1.5 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.0 0,0 0.1 
Other (J(lcained 2.0 3.8 7.0 1.0 2.1 3.2 0.5 0.6 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Heroin 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other Opiatese 6.6 3.5 1.1 0.1 

Stimulante, adJ.e,C 10.5 13.2 15.4 6.2 8.2 8.2 2.6 3.3 3.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 

Crystal MethlUllphetamine8 3.3 1.4 0.6 0.1 

Sedativesc,e 6.7 3.6 1.5 0.1 
Barblturatese 6.2 3.4 1.4 0.1 
Methaqualonec,e 1.3 0.5 0.2 0.0 

Tranquilizerse 3.8 5.8 7.2 1.8 3.2 3.6 0.8 1.2 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Alcohol 
An'luse 
5+ drinks in 

70.1 83.8 88.0 54.0 72.3 77.7 25.1 42.8 54.0 0.5 1.3 3.6 

last 2 weeks 12.9 22.9 29.8 

Clf,'lU'Cttea 
Any use 44.0 55.1 63.1 - 14.3 20.8 28,3 7.2 12.6 18.5 
If2pack+lday 3.1 6.5 10.7 

Steroidal: 1.9 1.8 2.1 1.0 1.1 1.4 0.4 0.6 O,S 0.0 0.1 0.1 

Smokeleaa Tobaecoh 22.2 28.2 6.9 10.0 

Been Drunkg 26.7 50.0 66.4 17.5 40.1 52.7 7.6 2Q.5 31.6 0.2 0.2 0.9 

al2th grade only: Data based on five questionnaire Conna; N is five·aixtha orN indicated. 

b l2th grade only: AdJusted for underreporting oC certain druge. See text (or details. 

c12t.h grade only: Data based on one questionnaire Corm. N is one.sixth ofN indicated. 

dl2th grade only: Data based on (our questionnaire forma. N is four·sixths orN indicated. 

cl2th grade only: Only drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

Cl 2th grade only: Based on the da~ Crom the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting oCnon.prescription 
stimulants. 

gl2th grade only: Data based on two questionnaire forms. N is two.sixths oCN indicated. 

bSth and 10th grade: Data based on one questionnllire form. N is one·hal! of N indicated. 
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en 

Grade: 8th 

TABLES 

Lifetime, Annual and Thirty-Day Frequency of Use of Various Types of Drugs 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

<Entries are percentages) 

Inhalants
a AmyllButyl 

HallucinoJlens a Mariiuana Ni1I:iW! LSIl 

10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 

Approx.N= 17500 14800 15000 17500 14800 12500 NA NA 2600 17500 14800 15000 17500 14800 15000 

Lifetime Frequency 

No occasions 89.8 76.6 63.3 82.4 84.3 B2.4 NA NA 98.4- 96.8 93.9 90.4 97.3 94.4 91.2 
1-2 occasions 5.0 8.7 10.B 10.3 9.0 9.3 NA NA 0.6 1.6 2.8 3.9 1.6 3.0 4.0 
3-5 occasions 1.5 4.0 6.1 3.2 3.0 3A NA NA 0.1 0.8 1.4 2.1 0.4 1.0 1.5 
6-9 occasions 1.0 2.5 3.7 1.5 1.5 1.7 NA NA 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.9 0.3 0.6 0.9 
10-19 occasions 0.9 2.5 4.4 1.1 1.1 1.3 NA NA 0.1 0.2 0.6 1.4 0.1 0.5 1.1 
20-39 occRsions 0.7 2.0 3.4 0.5 0.5 0.8 NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.5 
40 or more 1.1 3.7 8.3 1.1 0.6 L1 NA NA 0.4 0.2 OA 0.8 0.2 OA 0.7 

Annual Frequency 

No occasions 93.8 83.5 76.1 91.0 92 .. 9 93.4 NA NA 99.1 98.1 96.0 94.2 98.3 96.3 94.S 
1-2 occasions 3.1 6.9 B.O 5.3 4.2 3.5 NA NA 0.5 1.0 1.9 2.7 1.0 2.0 2.7 
3-5 occasions 0.9 3.1 4.3 1.6 1.5 1.4 NA NA 0.1 0.4 1.1 1.7 0.2 0.8 1.3 
6-9 occasions 0.7 1.8 2.9 0.8 0.6 0.7 NA NA • 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.5 
10-19 occasions 0.7 1.8 2.9 0.6 OA 0.5 NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.3 
20-39 occasions 0.3 1.3 2.1 OA 0.1 0.3 NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 
40 or more 0.5 1.5 3.7 0.3 0.2 0.3 NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 Q.1 0.1 0.2 

30-Day Frequency 

No occasions 96.8 91.3 86.2 95.6 97.3 97.6 NA NA 99.6 99.2 98.4 97.8 99.4 98.5 98.1 
1-2 occasions 1.6 4.3 5.B 2.6 1.9 1.4 NA NA 0.2 0.4 1.1 1.3 0.4 1.1 1.3 
3-5 occasions 0.7 1.7 2.7 0.9 0.5 0.6 NA NA 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.4 
6-9 occasions 0.4 1.1 1.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 NA NA 

,. 
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

10-190ccasio.'1s 0.3 0.8 1.7 0.4 0.1 0.1 NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.1 • • 0.1 
20-39 occasions 0.1 0.5 1.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 NA NA • • • • 
40 or more 0.1 0.3 0.9 0.1 • 0.1 NA NA 0.2 • • 0.1 • • 0.1 

~OTE: • indicates less than .05 percent. - indicates no cases in categoty. 
b Unacijusted for known underreporting of certain drugs. See text for details. 

Based on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non'prescription stimulants. 

fQf 

8th 10th 12th 

NA NA 2600 

NA NA 97.1 
NA NA 1.6 
NA NA 0.6 
NA NA 0.2 
NA NA 0.2 
NA NA ,. 
NA NA 0.3 

NA NA 98.6 
NA NA 0.7 
NA NA 0.3 
NA NA • 
NA NA • 
NA NA • 
NA NA 0.3 

NA NA 99.5 
NA NA 0.2 
NA NA 0.2 
NA NA 

,. 
NA NA • 
NA NA • 
NA NA 0.1 
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TABLE 5 (cont.) 

Lifetime, Annual and Thirty-Day Frequency of Use of Various Types of Drugs 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelf'-..h Graders, 1991 

(Enbies are percentages) 

~ ~ Oth!:[ QQj:aic!: lImWl 

Grade: 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 

Approx.N= 17500 14800 15000 17500 14800 15000 17500 14800 10000 17500 14800 15000 

Lifetime Frequency 

No of.lCRsiona 97.7 95.9 92.2 98.7 98.8 96.9 98.0 96.2 93.0 98.8 9a.8 99.1 
1-2 occauions 1.1 2.1 3.4 0.8 1.0 1.5 1.4 2.3 3.4 0.8 0.6 0.5 
3-5 occasions 0.7 0.9 1.7 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.6 1.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 
6-9 occasions 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.1 ... 
10-19 occasions 0.2 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 
20-39 occasions 0.1 0.2 0.5 .. 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.6 .. .. 0.1 
40 or more 0.2 0.4 0.8 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Annual Frequency 

No occasions 98.9 97.8 96.5 99.3 99.1 98.S 99.0 97.9 96.S 99.3 99.5 99.6 
1-2 occasions 0.5 1.2 1.5 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.6 1.4 1.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 
3-5 occasions 0.3 0.5 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.1 • 
6-9 occasions 0.1 0.2 0.3 .. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 .. 0.1 
10-19 occasions 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 • 
20-39 occasions .. 0.1 0.2 .. .. 0.1 0.1 .. 0.2 .. .. • 
40 or more 0.1 0.1 0.2 .. .. 0.1 .. 0.1 0.2 .. .. ... 

30.Day Frequency 

No cx:casions 99.5 99.3 98.6 99.7 99.7 99.3 99.5 99.4 98.8 9!1>.7 99.8 99.8 
1-2 occasions 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.3 0" .' 0.2 0.1 0.1 
3-5 occasions 0.2 0.1 0.3 .. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 
6-9 occasions 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 .. 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 • .. ... 
10-19 occasions .. • 0.1 • 0.1 II< • 0.1 0.1 • .. 
20-39 occasions • 0.1 • .. .. .. .. • ... 
40 or more .. • 0.1 .. .. 0.1 .. .. • .. .. .. 

~TE: .. indicates less than .05 pe!1:lent. - indicates no cases :''1 eategoI)'. 
b nadJusted for known underreponing of certain drugs. See t~xt for details. 

Based on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-preBCription stimulants. 

StimuIants
b 

8th 10th 12th 

17500 14800 15000 

89.5 86.8 84.6 
6.0 6.4 6.9 
1.9 2.6 2.7 
1.1l 1.6 1.6 
0.8 1.1 1.6 
0.3 0.7 0.9 
0.5 0.8 1.7 

93.8 91.8 91.8 
3.9 4.5 8.9 
1.1 1.6 1.5 
0.6 0.8 1.1 
0.3 o:~ 0.9 
0.1 0.8 0.5 
0.2 0.2 0.3 

97.4 96.7 96.S 
1.6 2.0 1.9 
0.6 0.7 0.6 
0.3 0.4- 0.3 
0.1 0.2 0.2 
• 0.1 0.1 .. .. 0.1 
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TABLE 5 (cont.) 

Lifetble, Annual and Thirty-Day Frequency of Use of Various Types of Drugs 
Eighth, Tentb, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are p!!rcentages) 

Barbiturates Methaaualone 'I'mruruilizers ~ 1m 

Grade: Bth 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 

ApFroX.N= NA NA 15000 NA NA 2600 17500 14800 15000 17500 14800 15000 NA NA 

Lifetime Frequency 

No occasions NA NA 93.8 NA NA 98.7 96.2 94.2 92.8 29.9 16.2 12.0 NA NA 
1-2 occasions NA NA 2.9 NA NA 0.7 2.5 3.5 4.0 21.3 15.0 9.4 NA NA 
3-5 occasions NA NA 1.1 NA NA 0.3 0.6 0.9 1.3 16.2 14.7 11.0 NA NA 
6-9 occasions NA NA 0.8 NA NA • 0.3 0.6 0.6 10.3 12.3 9.8 NA NA 
10-19 occasions NA NA 0.6 NA NA 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.6 10.4 15.2 13.9 NA NA 
20-39 occasions NA NA 0.3 NA NA • 0.1 0.1 0.2 5.4 11.1 12.5 NA NA 
40 or more NA NA 0.5 NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 6.6 15.5 31.5 NA NA 

Annual Frequency 

No occasions NA NA 96.6 NA NA 99.5 9B.2 96.8 96.4 46.0 27.7 22.3 NA NA 
1-2 occasions NA NA 1.B NA NA 0.2 1.2 2.0 2.2 27.1 23.2 17.5 NA NA 
3-5 occasions NA NA 0.5 NA NA 0.1 0.3 0.6 O.U 12.4 16.4 13.7 NA NA 
6-9 occasions NA NA 0.4 NA NA 0.1 0.3 0.3 6.6 11.8 11.1 NA NA 
10-19 occasions NA NA 0.3 NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 4.6 10.9 13.4 NA NA 
20-39 occasions NA NA \J.1 NA NA • 0.1 0.1 2.1 5.6 9.6 NA NA 
40 or more NA NA 0.2 NA NA ... • 0.1 0.2 1.2 4.3 12.5 NA NA 

30-Day Frequency 

No occasions NA NA 9B.6 NA NA 99.8 99.2 98.8 98.6 74.9 57.2 46.0 NA NA 
1-2 occasions NA NA 0.9 NA NA 0.1 0.5 0.8 0.9 16.1 22.5 21.9 NA NA 
3-5 occasions NA NA 0.3 NA NA • 0.2 0.3 0.2 5.1 10.7 14.3 NA NA 
6-9 occasions NA NA 0.1 NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.1 5.4 8.2 NA NA 
10-19 occasions NA NA 0.1 NA NA '" 0.1 0.1 1.3 2.8 6.0 NA NA 
20-39 occasions NA NA • NA NA '" • • 0.4 0.8 2.0 NA NA 
40 or more NA NA • NA NA • • • 0.1 0.2 0.6 1.6 NA NA 

t!0TE: • indicates less than .05 percent. - indicates no cases in categmy. 
b Unadjusted for known underreporting of certain drugs. See text for details. 

Based on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-prescription stimulants. 

Steroids 

12th 8th 10th 12th 

5000 17500 14800 5000 

96.7 98.1 9B.2 97.9 
2.1 1.2 0.9 0.8 
0.5 0.3 0.3 0.4 
0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
0.2 • 0.1 0.1 
0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 

98.6 99.0 98.9 98.6 
1.0 0.6 0.5 0.6 
0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 
0.1 • 0.1 • 

• '" 0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

39.4 99.6 99.4 99.2 
0.4 0.2 0.3 0.5 
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

• • 0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 • '" 

'" 0.1 
0.1 • • 0.1 
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FIGURE 3 

Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use 
Various Types of Drugs, Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 
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FIGURE 3 (cont.) 

Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use 
Various Types of Drugs, Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 
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TABLE 6 

Frequency of Cigarette Use and Occasions of Heavy Drinking 
Eighth, Tenth and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percentages) 

Percent who used 

8th Grade lOth Grade 12th Grade 

Q. Haue you euer smoked cigarettes? 

Never 56.0 44.9 36.9 
Once or twice 24.4 26.9 27.3 
Occaslonally but not regularly 9.2 11.9 14.2 
Regularly in the past 5.4 6.6 7.1 
Regularl=-, now 4.9 9.8 14.6 

Approx. N= (17500) (14800) (15000) 

Q. How frequently haue you smoked cigarettes during the 
past 30 days? 

Not at all (includes "never" category from 
question above) 85.7 79.2 71.7 

Less than one cigarette per day 7.1 8.2 9.9 
One to five cigarettes per day 4.1 6.0 7.8 
About one-half pack per day 1.7 3.7 5.3 
About one pack per day 0.8 2.1 4.0 
About one and one-half packs per day Q,4 0.5 1.0 
Two packs or more per day 0.2 0.2 0.3 

Approx. N= (17500) (14800) (15000) 

Q. Think back ouer the LAST TWO WEEKS. How many 
times haue you had fiue or more drinks in a row? 

None 87.1 77.1 70.2 
Once 5.9 9.6 9.8 
Twice 3.3 5.8 7.7 
3 to 5 times 2.4 4.7 8.3 
6 to 9 times 0.7 1.5 2.4 
10 or more times 0.7 1.4 1.8 

Approx. N= (17500) (14800) (15000) 
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FIGURE 4 

Noncontinuation Rates: Percent of Seniors Who Used Drug 
Once or More in Lifetime but Did Not Use in Past Year 
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*Percent of regular smokers (ever) who did not smoke at all in the last thirty days. 
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• While daily alcohol use stands at relatively low levels for these 
age groups, a substantially greater proportions report occasional 
heavy drinking. Almost a third of all seniors (30%) state that on 
at least one occasion during the prior two-week interval they had 
five or more drinks in a row. For tenth graders, the proportion is 
nearly one in four (23%) and for eighth graders, one in eight 
(12.9%). 

NONCONTINUATION RATES 

An indication of the extent to which people who try a drug do not continue to use it can 
be derived from calculating the percentage, based on those who ever used a drug (once or 
more), who did not use it the 12 months preceding the survey.12 These "noncontinua
tion rates" are provided for all drug classes in Figure 4 for the senior class of 1991. 
(Only data for seniors are presented here.) We use the word "noncontinuation" ra.ther 
than "discontinuation," since the latter might imply discontinuing an established pat
tern of use, whereas our current operational definition includes experimental users as 
well as established users. 

• It may be seen in Figure 4 that non continuation rates vary widely 
am.ong the different drugs. 

• The highest noncontinuation rates observed are for methaqualone 
and inhalants, both at (62%). Inhalants are used primarily at a 
younger age. The use of methaqualone has declined perhaps, in 
part, because they are no longer readily available. 

• By senior year, a high noncontinuation rate is found for heroin 
(56%), cocaine (55%), PCP (52%), and crack (52%). 

• Marijuana has consistently had one of the lowest noncontinuation 
rates (35%) in senior year of any of the illicit drugs; this occurs 
because a relatively high proportion of users continue to use at 
some level over an extended period. (See the chapter on Other 
Findings for more information on extended use.) 

• Contrary to the widespread belief that crack is almost instantly 
addicting, it is noteworthy that, of the seniors who have ever used 
crack (3.1%), only about one-fourth (0.7%) are current users and 
only 0.1% of the total sample are daily users. While there is no 
question that crack is highly addictive, this evidence suggests that 
it is not usually addictive on the first use. 

• The remaining illicit drugs have noncontinuation rates ranging 
from 39% to 52%. 

12This operationalization of noncontinuation has an inherent problem in that users of a given drug 
who initiate use in senior year by definition cannot be noncontinuers. Thus, the definition tends to under
state the noncontinuation rate, particularly for drugs that tend to be initiated late in high school rather 
than in earlier years. 
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• By way of contrast with the illicit drugs, noncontinuation rates for 
the two licit drugs are extremely low. Alcohol, which has been 
tried by nearly all seniors (88%), is used in senior year by nearly all 
of those who have ever tried it (78% of all seniors). Thus, the non
continuation rate for alcohol is only 12% . 

.• For cigarettes, noncontinuation is defined somewhat differently; it 
is the percentage of those who say they ever smoked "regularly" 
who also reported not smoking at all during the past month. 
Hardly any of these regular smokers (only 17%) have ceased active 
use. (A comparable definition of noncontinuation to that used for 
other drugs is not possible, since cigarette use in the past year is 
not asked of respondents.) 

PREVALENCE COMPARISONS FOR IMPORTANT SUBGROUPS 

Sex Differences 

• In general, higher prop07:tions of males than females are involved 
in illicit drug use, especially heavy drug use; however, this picture 
is a somewhat complicated one (see Tables 7 through 9). 

• Overall the proportion ever using marijuana is somewhat higher 
among males, but daily us~~ of marijuana is three times as frequent 
among males in senior Y0ar (3.0% vs. 0.9% for females). This is 
true for eighth and tenth grade students, as well. 

'J Males also have considerably higher prevalence rates on most other 
illicit drugs. The annual prevalence rates in senior year (Table 8) 
tend to be at least one and one-half to two and one-half times as 
high among males as among females for nitrites, hallucinogens 
(unadjusted), the specific drugs LSD, PCP, heroin, cocaine, 
crack cocaine, inhalants, and ice. Compared to females, males 
report somewhat higher annual rates of use for opiates other 
than heroin and marijuana. Further, males account for an even 
greater share of the frequent or heavy users of these various classes 
of drugs. 

It is interesting to note, however, that for many of these drugs 
there is little or no sex difference among tenth graders. This may 
reflect the impact of tenth grade girls dating more than eighth 
grade girls, and tending to do so with older boys. 

• Females match or exceed the annual prevalence rates for males in 
the case of tranquilizers, barbiturates, and stimulants. 

• Despite the fact that nearly all illicit drugs are used more by males 
than by females, the proportions of both sexes who report using 
some illicit drug other than marijuana during the last year are 
not substantially different (17% for males VS. 15% for females; see 
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All Seniors 

Sex: 
Male 
Female 

College Plans: 

TABLE 7 

Lifetime Prevalence of Use ofVarioUB Types of Drugs 
by Subgroups, Twelfth Graders, 1991 

rf!r 
~ 

.:~ 
~.§ 

" ~ ~ s· 
'!o,.t§' -~ ~ 

,lii ~:~ 
~ ,..~~ 

36.7 17.6 1.6 

• 
~ 

# 
.~ 

itY Q 
~ !j It 
9.6 8.8 2.9 

40.3 20.8 2.2 11.5 10.6 3.5 
32.8 14.3 1.0 7.5 6.8 2.3 

(Entries are percentages) ~ 
~ -0 ~ 
~ ,.t7~ ~ ~ 

... )!J ON. t:: 15 Ib (!i 
,.. ~.,.. Ib' "'" .:0; ;;j 

.~ """ ~#s: .~ !... ~ ~ ~.~ 
_tli U cz; ~ cz; ~ .~ 'l7..o 

eYCI .a'fi <f'(j ::! ~ q ~ J ci-

~ .,s 
§ 
0' 

~ 
~ 

t? 
.~ 
~ 

R' 
I-...f!i 

~ .... & 
~ ~ 

Ie! -4 
.-S 
e 
~ 

'1 

7J3 8.1 7.0 0.9 6.6 15.4 6.7 6.2 1.3 7.2 88.0 63.1 8.3 2.1 

8J3 3.7 
6.6 2.4 

tlUW~WUUU~~UM 
~M~~UUUU~~UU 

None orunder4 yrs 43.6 20.7 2.4 12.1 11.2 3.S 10.7 6.1 9.0 1.2 7.9 20.5 8.6 8.3 1.1 B.4 89.5 70.5 4.1 2.8 
Complete 4 yrs 33.8 16.5 1.3 8.5 7.7 2.7 6.4 2.3 

Region: 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Population Density: 
LargeSMSA 
OtherSMSA 
Non..sMSA 

Parental Education:
c 

1.0-2.0 (Low) 
2.5-3.0 
3.5-4.0 
4.6-5.0 
5.5-6.0 (High) 

40.4 18.1 1.3 
39.3 19.7 1.5 
31.2 15.1 2.0 
39.3 lS.7 1.0 

36.1 15.2 1.6 
41.4 19.4 1.6 
29.4 16.7 1.7 

38.0 18.7 2.0 
36.8 17.9 1.1 
36.8 17.3 1.9 
35.6 17.6 1.1 
38.0 18.1 2.3 

10.8 9.4 3.3 
10.1 9.2 2.S 
6.1 6.3 2.9 

12.7 11.7 2.8 

8.5 7.2 3.6 
12.3 11.6 2.6 

5.9 5.4 2.S 

8.8 8.0 2.8 
9.0 8.1 2.7 
9.6 8.8 2.7 
9.6 8.6 2.2 

11.6 11.1 4.5 

7.8 2.8 
6.7 2.7 
6.5 2.7 

11.5 4.8 

B.O 2.6 
8.9 3.8 
5J3 2,5 

9.5 5.0 
8.2 3,1 
7.8 3.3 
6.6 2.4 
6.9 2.2 

5.8 0.9 6.1 13.4 5.7 fI.2 1.3 6.8 87.6 59.8 3.0 1.7 

6.7 0.7 
5.6 1.3 
5.9 0.7 

10.8 0.9 

6.6 
7.1 
5.4 
8.0 

7.3 0.8 6.4 
8.0 1.0 7.2 
5.0 0.9 5.8 

8.5 1.1 6.0 
7.1 0.8 6.6 
7.1 0.8 6.6 
5.8 0.9 6.7 
6.6 0.9 7.2 

13.7 5.3 5.1 
18.5 5.5 6.0 
13.9 7.3 6.7 
16.6 6.8 6.5 

11.8 5.2 4.7 
16.5 7.7 7.0 
16.8 6.4 6.0 

17.3 7.9 7.9 
16.7 6.4 6.3 
16.1 6.5 5.9 
14.0 5.8 5.5 
1l.4 7.2 5.9 

1.3 6.0 
1.7 6.0 
1.3 8.2 
0.7 8.0 

1.4 5.5 
1.3 8.4 
1.2 6.6 

0.6 8.4 
0.7 7.6 
1.6 6.3 
1.2 7.1 
1.5 7.0 

91.9 64.8 2.4 
91.3 67.7 2.9 
85.5 61.1 2.2 
84.5 59.2 6.5 

1.4 
2.3 
2.2 
2.1 

88.2 61.5 8.1 1.8 
89.8 64.1 3.9 2.1 
84.9 62.9 2.6 2.2 

86.2 65.0 3.8 2.8 
88.8 63,6 3.1 1.1 
88.9 6&.8 3.1 2.2 
87.6 60.9 3.8 2.6 
89.S 63.2 2.2 1.0 

NOTE: Prevalence of use of each drug was included in a1lsix quelltionnaire forma with the following exceptions: Inhalants was in five forms; Other Cocaine was in four 
forms; Ctystal Methampbetamine (-Ice-) and Steroids were in two forms; and Nitrites, PCP, Sedatives, and Methaqualone were in one form. 

~ne.dju8ted for known undeneponing of aJrtain drugs. See text for details. 

bBased on the data from the revised quelltion, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-preecrlption stimulants. 

~arental education is an average IICOre of mother's education and father's education reported on the following scale: (1) Completed grade school or less, (2) Some high 
school. (3) Completed high ochoo!. (4) Some college, (5) Completed mllClge, {6} Graduate or professional school after college. MiB8ing data was allowed on one of the two 
variables. 



Figure 12). Even if amphetamine use is excluded from the com
parisons altogether, the proportions of both sexes (13% for males 
vs. 11% for females) who report using some illicit drug other than 
marijuana during the year are not greatly different. If one thinks 
of going beyond marjjuana as an important threshold point in the 
sequence of illicit drug use, then fairly similar proportions of both 
sexes were willing to cro~ls that threshold at least once during the 
year. However, on the average, the female "users" take fewer types 
of drugs and tend to use :~hem with less frequency than their male 
c\ounterparts. 

• The use of anabolic sterOilds tends to be particularly concentrated 
ill the male population, wilth use among senior males (2.4% in the 
past year) twelve times as ihigh as among senior females (0.2%). 

• Frequent use of alcohol tends to be disproportionately con
centrated among males. Daily use, for example, is reported by 
5.3% of the senior males vs. only 1.6% of the senior females. Also, 
males are more likely than females to drink large quantities of 
alcohol in a single sitting; 38% of senior males report taking five or 
more drinks in a row in the prior two weeks vs. 21% of senior 
females. These sex differences are observa.ble at all three grade 
levels. 

• In recent years, there were modest sex differences in smoking 
rates, with more females smoking in senior year. Although equiv
alent proportions of both sexes report daily smoking in the past 
month, more males report smoking at the rate of half-pack or more 
per day (11.6% vs. 9.5% for females) in twelfth grade. Males are 
more likely to be heavy smokers in the lower grades, as well. 

Differences Related to College Plans 

• Overall, students who say they probably or definitely will complete 
four years of college (referred to here as the "college-bound") have 
lower rates of illicit drug use than those who say they probably or 
definitely will not. (See Tables 7 through 9 and Figure 13). It is 
interesting to note that the proportion of students expecting to 
complete college decreases with grade level, even though the lower 
grades still contain 15%- 20% who will eventually drop out of high 
school. 

• For any given drug~ the differences between these two self-identified 
groups of students tend to be greatest in the eighth grade. This 
could reflect an earlier age of onset for the noncollege-bound, and/or 
the fact that they are a more select subgroup in the earlier grades. 

• Annual marijuana use is reported by 22% of the college-bound 
seniors vs. 28% of the noncollege-bound; but it is reported by only 
5% of the college-bound vs. 16% of the noncollege-bound eighth 
graders. 

55 



• There is also a difference in the proportion of these two groups 
using an" illicit drug other than marijuana (adjusted). In 
1991, 14% of the college-bound seniors reported any such behavior 
in the prior year vs. 20% of the noncollege-bound seniors. 

• Frequent use of many of these illicit drugs shows even larger con
trasts related to college plans (see Table 9). Daily marijuana use, 
for example, is more than twice as high among those seniors not 
planning four years of college (3.3%) as among the college-bound 
seniors (1.4%). 

• Frequent alcohol use is also more prevalent among the noncollege
bound. For example, daily drinking is reported by 5.4% of the 
noncollege-bound seniors vs. 2.9% of the college-bound seniors. 
Binge drinking (having five or more drinks in a row at least once 
during the preceding two weeks) is reported by 28% of the college ... 
bound seniors vs. 34.% of the noncollege-bound seniors. Drinking 
that heavily on six or more occasions in the last two weeks is 
reported by 3.3% of the college-bound vs. 5.9% of the noncollege
bound seniors. On the other hand, there are practically no difp 
ferences between the college-bound and noncollege-bound seniors in 
lifetime, annual, or monthly prevalence of alcohol use. It is not so 
much drinking, but rather frequent and heavy drinking, which 
tends to differentiate these two groups. 

• For annual steroid use, there is an appreciable difference between 
the noncollege-bound seniors (2.1% annual prevalence) and the 
college-bound seniors (1.2%). This is true at all three grade levels. 

• By far, the largest difference in substance use between the 
college- and noncollege-bound involves cigarette smoking. There is 
a dramatic difference here, with 7% of the college-bound seniors 
smoking halfwa-pack or more daily as compared with 19% of the 
noncollege-bound seniors. The proportional differences are even 
larger in the lower grades. 

Regional Difference8 

• It may be observed in Tables 8 and 9 that there are some fair-sized 
regional differences in rates of illicit drug use among high school 
seniors. (See Figure 5 for a regional division map of the states 
included in the four regions of the country as defined by the Census 
Bureau.) The highest rate (adjusted) is in the West, where 33% of 
seniors say they have used an illicit drug in the past year, closely 
followed by the Northeast (32%) and the North Central (31%). The 
South is the lowest, with 25% having used any illicit drug during 
the year (see Figure 14). 
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Grade: 8th 

Total 17500 

Sex: 
Male 8600 
Female 8600 

College Plans: 
None orunder4 yrs 2300 
Complete 4 yrs 14600 

Region: 
Northe8Bt 3000 
North Central 5300 
South 6300 
West 2900 

Population Density: 
LargeSMSA 4500 
OtherSMSA 8400 
Non-SMSA 4600 

Parental Education: 
a 

1.0-2.0 (Low) 1400 
2.5-.1.0 4400 
3.5-4.0 4100 
4.5-5.0 4100 
5.5-6.0 (High) 2200 

TABLES 

Annual Prevalence of Use of Various Types of Drugs by Subgroups 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percentages) 

Aoorox.N Mariiuana Inhalantsb,c HallucinOllens
c 

10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 

14800 15000 6.2 16.6 23.9 9.0 7.1 6.6 1.9 4.0 6.8 

7200 7400 7.3 17.7 27.2 9.0 7.4 8.2 2.2 4.4 7.5 
7400 7200 5.1 15.1 20.1 9.0 6.6 5.0 1.6 3.6 3.9 

2600 4000 :>.J.8 26.9 27.6 16.0 12.0 7.1 5.1 1.5 1.0 
11900 10300 4.6 14.2 22.0 8.1 6.9 6.3 1.4 3.3 6.3 

2700 2800 6.0 11.1 28.2 8.0 7.2 6.1 1.6 4.0 1.0 
3700 4000 5.9 15.8 26.1 9.8 7.6 8.6 1.6 3.4 6.5 
4900 5100 6.1 14.6 18.1 8.9 7.2 5.0 1.9 3.6 3.1 
3500 3100 1.8 19.4 26.8 8.8 6.2 6.8 2.8 5.2 1.3 

3400 3600 5.2 16.5 24.3 9.9 1.1 5.2 2.1 4.1 6.1 
1400 7200 7.2 17.3 27.5 8.5 7.1 1.8 2.0 4.8 7.7 
4000 4200 5.3 14.9 17.6 9.1 6.5 6.8 1.5 2.5 3.3 

1300 1500 13.2 20.3 22.4 12.0 7.0 6.1 3.9 3.1 4.9 
3900 4100 1.0 17.8 22.5 9.5 8.0 6.6 2.2 4.3 4.9 
3900 4200 6.2 16.2 24.0 8.9 1.5 S.l 1.6 3.1 6.2 
3500 3100 3.1 14.9 23.8 8.0 6.4 7.4 1.6 4.1 6.1 
1800 1500 4.6 15.9 28.2 8.4 6.6 1.1 1.4 4.6 1.3 

Iml 

8th 10th 12th 

1.7 3.7 5.2 

2.0 3.9 6.8 
1.3 3.4 3.4 

4.5 6.8 6.4 
1.2 3.0 4.1 

1.3 3,6 6.1 
1.4 3.2 6.9 
1.8 3.3 3.4 
2.2 4.8 6.6 

1.9 3.8 4.3 
1.7 4.4 7.0 
1.3 2.3 3.0 

3.5 3.1 4.3 
1.8 4.0 4.4 
1.4 3.4 5.5 
1.4 3.8 5.3 
1.3 4.2 1.1 

<iparental education is an average score of mother's education and father's education reported on the following scale: (1) Completed grade school or less, (2) Some high 
school, (3) Completed high school. (4) Some college, (5) Completed college, (6) Graduate or professional school after college. Missing data was allowed on one of the two 
variables. 

bl2th grade only: Data based on five questionnaire forms. N is five·sixths ofN indicated. 

CUnadjusted for known underreporting of certain drugs. See text for details. 
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Cocaine 

Grade: 8th 10th 

Total 1.1 2.2 

Sex: 
Male 1.4 2.2 
Female 0.9 2.2 

College Plans: 
None or under 4 yrs 3.2 4.7 
Complete 4 yn 0.8 1.7 

Region: 
NortheBllt 1.3 1.5 
North Central 0.9 1.7 
South 1.1 2.0 
West 1.5 3.6 

Population Denllity: 
LargeSMSA 1.1 1.9 
OtherSMSA 1.~ 2.7 
Non-SMSA 1.2 1.6 

Parental Education: a 

1.0-2.0 (Low} 2.4 3.3 
2.5-3.0 1.4 2.4 
3.5-4.0 0.7 2.4-
4.5-5.0 0.7 1.6 
5.5-6.0 (High) 1.2 1.9 

TABLE 8 (cont.) 

Annual Prevalence of Use ofVarioU8 Types of Drugs by Subgroups 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percentages) 

~ OthI:lI: Cotlli!l~ b lIm!in Other Ooiates e 

12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 

3.li 0.7 0.9 1.5 1.0 2.1 3.2 0.7 0.5 0.4 NA NA 3.5 

4.1 0.8 0.9 1.8 1.1 2.0 3.7 0.9 0.7 0.6 NA NA 3.9 
2.6 0.5 0.8 1.0 0.8 2.1 2.4 0.5 0.4 0.3 NA NA 3.1 

4.9 2.0 2.4 2.3 2.7 4.4 4.0 2.1 1.4 0.5 NA NA 3.8 
2.8 0.4 0.6 1.1 0.6 1.6 2.8 0.4 0.3 0.4- NA NA 3.5 

3.8 0.5 0.5 1.3 1.2 1.3 3.4 0.5 0.4- 0.2 NA NA 3.2 
3.2 0.6 0.9 1.5 0.6 1.6 2.9 0.4 0.6 0.8 NA NA 4.2 
3.0 0.7 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.9 2.8 0.8 0.6 0.4 NA NA 2.7 
4.4 0.8 1.1 1.8 1.3 3.4 3.9 1.0 0.4 0.3 NA NA 4.4 

4.1 0.5 0.9 1.2 0.9 1.6 3.7 0.5 0.6 0.4 NA NA 3.3 
3.7 0.7 0.9 1.7 0.9 2.6 3.3 0.7 0.5 0.4 NA NA 3.9 
2.5 0.8 0.9 I.Z 1.1 1.4 2.5 0.8 0.4 0.6 NA NA 3.1 

3.5 1.7 1.3 1.6 2.1 3.1 3.5 1.5 0.4 0.5 NA NA 3.8 
3.8 0.7 1.0 1.5 1.2 2.2 3.5 0.9 0.8 0.4 NA NA 3.2 
3.7 0.4 0.9 1.7 ".6 2.2 3.2 0.6 0.5 0.4 NA NA 3.7 
3.1 0.4 0.7 0.9 0.6 1.6 2.7 0.4 0.4 0.6 NA NA 3.6 
2.4 0.8 0.7 1.1 1.0 1.8 2.4 0.5 0.4 0.5 NA NA 4.1 

Stimulantst;d 

8th 10th 12th 

6.2 8.2 8.2 

5.5 7.0 8.3 
6.9 9.3 7.9 

11.6 13.4 11.0 
5.4 7.1 7.0 

5.1 6.1 6.5 
7.1 10.3 10.1 
6.1 8.1 7.9 
6.0 7.7 7.8 

5.8 7.5 6.2 
6.2 7.9 8.4 
6.7 9.3 9.5 

8.3 10.0 9.5 
6.6 9.7 9.1 
6.7 7.9 8.9 
5.3 7.4 6.5 
5.7 6.9 5.7 

Bparental education is an average score of mother's education and father's education reported on the following 8Ca1e~ (1) Completed grade school or less, (2) Some high school. (3) 
Completed high school. (4) Some college, (5) Completed college, {6} Graduate or profeBBional school after college. MiBBingdata was allowed on one of the two variables. 

b l2th grade only: Data based on four questionnaire forms. N is four-sixths ofN indicated. 

COnly drug use which was not under doctor's orders is included here. 

~ased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-prescription stimulants. 
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Grade: 

Total 

Sex: 
Male 
Female 

College Plans: 
None or under 4 yrs 
Complete 4 yrs 

Region: 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Population Density: 
LargeSMSA 
OtherSMSA 
Non-SMSA 

Parental Education:
B 

1.0-2.0 (Low) 
2.5-3.0 
3.5-4.0 
4.5-5.0 
5.5-6.0 (High) 

TABLE 8 (cont.) 

Annual Prevalence of Use ofVarlous Types of Drugs by Subgroups 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percentages) 

Barllituratesb Tra iI' h nau IZera .Ak!ilial Ci Ilarettes C 

8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 

NA NA 3.4 1.8 3.2 3.6 54.0 72.3 77.7 14.3 20.8 

NA NA 3.4 1.5 2.5 3.5 54.4 71.8 79.0 15.5 20.8 
NA NA 3.2 2.1 3.8 3.6 53.6 72.9 76.2 13.1 20.7 

NA NA 4.3 3.9 5.0 4.2 61.4 77.3 79.8 29.2 36.5 
NA NA 2.9 1.5 2.8 3.4 53.0 71.3 77.0 11.8 17.3 

NA NA 2.8 1.0 2.7 3.0 57.3 77.5 83.5 13.7 22.4 
NA NA 3.5 1.4 2.4 3.0 56.9 73.8 82.5 15.5 22.9 
NA NA 3.6 2.6 4,2 4.0 50.6 69.9 73.2 15.7 21.2 
NA NA 3.3 1.8 2.9 4.4 52.4 69.9 73.8 10.0 16.7 

NA NA 24 1.8 3.2 2.5 57.6 74.4 77.9 12.8 19.7 
NA NA 3.9 1.7 3.0 4.1 52.9 70.7 80.0 14.9 20.3 
NA NA 3.3 1..2 3.5 3.7 52.3 73.3 73.8 14.8 22.7 

NA NA 3.6 3.6 3.3 4.0 55.9 68.1 73.7 26.2 23.5 
NA NA 3.7 1.6 3.6 3.6 54.0 73.6 78.1 16.4 24.1 
NA NA 3.0 2.0 3.2 3.1 55.7 75.2 78.9 13.9 20.4 
NA NA 3.3 1.4 2.5 3.9 53.3 71.1 77.7 10.1 18.5 
NA NA 3.6 1.8 3.5 4.0 56.8 72.2 80.3 11.3 18.5 

SteroidB
d 

12th Bth 10th 12th 

28.3 1.0 1.1 1.4 

29.0 1.8 1.9 2.4 
27.5 0.3 0.3 0.2 

38.1 2.2 1.7 2.1 
24.2 0.8 0.9 1.2 

30.5 0.7 1.2 1.2 
34.6 1.1 1.0 1.4 
25.4 1.2 1.0 1.7 
23.2 0.7 1.0 1.0 

26.2 0.8 1.5 1.1 
29.3 1.2 1.0 1.4 
28.6 1.0 0.8 1.6 

31.3 1.8 0.7 2.0 
28.7 1.1 1.3 0.6 
28.4 1.0 1.0 1.6 
26.9 0.7 0.9 1.6 
27.1 1.0 1.2 0.5 

aparental education is an average score of mother's education and father's education reported on the following scale: (1) Completed grade school or less. (2) Some high 
school, (3) Completed high school, (4) Some college, (5) C'.ompleted college, (6) Gn>duate or professional school after college. Missing data was allowed on one of the two 
variables. 

hOmy drug use not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

c Annual prevalence is not available. 30-day prevalence is presented here. 

dl2th grade omy; DatI:! based on two questionnaire forms. N is two·sixths orN indicated. 
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• There are very modest, but consistent regional variations in terms 
of the percentage of seniors using some illicit drug other than 
marijuana (adjusted) in the past year. The West leads all regions 
for this measure (18%); the North Central is next (17%), followed 
by the Northeast (16%), and the South (14%). 

• The West has tended to rank relatively high in the use of an illicit 
drug other than marijuana, due in part to a high level of 
cocaine 1.1.5e. In fact, in the past, the regional differences in 
cocaine use have been the largest observed. Currently, the annual 
prevalence of cocaine is highest in the West for all three grade 
levels; the South is lowest. 

• There is a large regions.! difference in the use of ice (data not 
shown). The highest rate among seniors is in the West at 2,2% 
annual prevalence, followed by the North Central and Northeast at 
1.4% and 1.1%, respectively. The South is the lowest at 1.0% 
annual prevalence. 

• Other specific illicit substances vary in the extent to which they 
show regional variation, as Table 8 illustrates for the annual prev
alence measure. The West shows the highest levels of cocaine, 
crack and other cocaine use at all three grade levels, although 
the regional differences are not very large at the present time. The 
West also ranks first among the regions in use of hullucinogens, 
LSD specifically, ice, and other opiates. 

• The South shows the lowest rates of use for marzJuana, hal
lucinogens (unadjusted), LSD, opia.tes other than heroin, and 
ice. 

• The North Central stands out fer having high rates of stimulant 
use, inhalant use, smoking, and drinking. 

• The annual prevalence of alcohol use among seniors tends to be 
somewltat lower in the South and West than it is in the Northeast 
and North Central. Binge drinking shows a similar pattern 
among twelfth graders, but there is little regional difference in 
eighth grade. 

The North Central and l'hrtheast regions also have much higher 
rates of daily smoking in twelfth grade (23% and 21%, respec
tively) than the South and the West (16% and 14%, respectively). 
However, in eighth grade, only the students in the West are below 
average (4.6% vs. 7.2%-7.9% in the three other regions). 

Differences Related to Population Density 

• Three levels of population density (or urbanicity) have be:en distin
guished for analytical purposes: (1) large SMSA's, which are the 
sixt.een largest Standa.rd Metropolitan Statistical Areas in the 
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TABLE 9 

Thirty-Day Prevalence ofDailx Use of Marijuana, Alcohol, and Cigarettes by Subgroups 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

Percent who used daily' in last thirty days 

Martjuana Alcohol Cigarettes 

N 5+ b One Half-pack 
!AlllllllX,l llWly ilI:iDklL ~ ~ 

Grade: 
8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th Bth loth 12th Bth 10th 12th 

Totala 17500 14800 15000 0.2 O.B 2.0 0.5 1.3 3.6 12.9 22.9 29.8 72. 12.6 18.5 3.1 6.5 10.7 

Sex: 
Male 8600 7200 7400 0.3 1.1 3.0 0.7 2.3 5.3 14.3 26.4 37.8 B.1 12.4 18.B 3.7 6.9 11.6 
Female 8500 7400 7200 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.3 0.4 1.6 11.4 19.5 2l2. 62. 12.5 17.9 2.4 6.0 0.5 

m ..... College Pians: 
None or under 4 yrs 2300 2600 4000 0.9 1.6 3.3 1.6 2.0 5.4 24.4 33.0 34.4 18.5 25.7 28.4 10.1 15.9 18.7 
Complete 4 yrs 14600 11900 10300 0.1 0.6 1.4 0.4 1.2 2.9 11.1 20.B 27.9 5.3 9.6 14.1 1.9 4.4 7.1 

Region: 
Northeast 3000 2700 2800 0.1 0.8 2.4 0.3 1.3 3.3 10.3 25.1 33.4 72. 14.3 20.9 3.3 7.8 12.9 
North Central 5300 3700 4000 0.1 0.9 1.9 0.6 1.4 3.9 13.4 23.7 34.6 7.8 14.3 23.0 3.3 7.1 14.1 
South 6300 4900 5100 0.3 0.6 1.8 0.6 1.6 4.1 14.1 22.7 26.3 7.9 12.8 16.4 3.4 72. 8.9 
West 2900 3500 3100 0.2 1.1 2.1 0.5 1.0 2.7 12.3 20.7 26.3 4.6 9.1 13.9 1.9 4.0 7.2 

Populat;on Density: 
LargeSMSA 4500 3400 a600 0.2 0.8 1.9 ~.4 1.3 3.3 12.4 21.6 28.6 6.3 12.3 16.7 2.4 6.9 102. 
OtherSMSA 8400 7400 7200 0.2 0.9 2.5 0.5 1.2 3.5 12.4 22.1 30.1 7.7 11.7 19.0 3.3 5.8 10.7 
Non-SMSA 4600 4000 4200 02. 0.7 12. 0.8 1.6 4.1 14.4 25.5 30.4 7.3 14.3 19.0 3.4 7.6 11.1 

Parental Education a: 
1.0-2.0 (Low) 1400 1300 1500 0.5 1.1 2.3 1.6 2.6 42. 21.8 25.7 26.8 15.9 16.0 21.2 7.9 9.9 12.5 
2.5-3.0 4400 3000 4100 0.3 0.9 2.4 0.8 1.5 4.1 15.1 26.0 29.9 8.6 15.5 19.8 3.7 8.9 12.4 
3.5-4.0 4100 3900 4200 0.2 O.B 1.8 0.3 1.1 3.0 12.8 21.7 30.4 6.5 12.0 18.5 2.5 5.8 10.7 
4.5-5.0 4100 3500 3100 0.1 0.8 1.7 0.3 1.1 3.1 102. 20.8 29.9 4.0 10.6 16.2 1.6 4.7 7.9 
5.1Hl.0 (High) 2200 1800 1500 0.0 0.4 1.6 0.4 1.1 4.1 9.8 22.4 30.6 4.9 9.6 16.1 1.8 4.5 9.0 

Rparental education is an average score of mother's education and father's education reported on the following scale: (1) Completed grade school or less, (2) Some high school. (3) 
Completed high school. (4) Some college, (5) Completed college, (6) Graduate or profeBBional school after college. MiBBing data was allowed on one of,he two variabtes. 

bThis measure refers to use of five or more d.>inks in a row in the past two weeks. 
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TABLE 10 

RaciallEthnie Comparisons oiLifetime, Annual, Thirty-Day, and Daily Prevalence of Use of Various Types ofDmgs 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are peroentages) 

AIlIlD1X. N Marii!.llWlI Inholontl!a Hwlu!:iDQ~D.fI Wl 

Grade: 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th -12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th eth 10th 12th 

Lifetime: 
White 11100 9800 11000 9.4 23.9 38.4 18.1 18.2 19.8 3.2 7.2 10.7 2.7 6.7 9.9 
Black 1900 1800 1700 7.6 17.1 25.2 10.9 7.0 7.0 1.2 0.7 1.2 1.1 0.6 0.9 
Hispanic 1400 1400 1200 16.6 27.3 43.1 19.4 12.0 16.8 4.9 5.1 9.8 3.9 4.3 8.6 

Annual: 
White 11100 9800 11000 5.8 17.6 26.0 9.7 8.3 7.4 1.9 4.7 6.7 1.7 4.4 6.1 
Black 1900 1800 1700 4.1 8.4 11.9 5.0 3.3 2.6 0.8 0.1 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.6 
Hispanic 1400 1400 1200 10.9 18.7 26.1 9.3 5.3 6.5 3.4 3.2 5.0 2.7 2.7 4.0 

30.Day: 
White 11100 9800 11000 3.0 9.4 10.0 4.5 2.9 2.4 0.6 1.9 2.4 0.5 1.8 2.1 
Black 1900 1800 1700 2.1 3.8 6.5 2.3 2.0 1.5 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 
Hispanic 1400 1400 1200 5.6 9.3 14.4 5.6 3.0 3.0 1.9 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.3 0.9 

Daily: 
White 11100 9800 11000 0.2 0.9 2.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Black 1900 1800 1700 0.1 0.2 1.0 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Hispanic 1400 1400 120:: 0.2 0.7 2.6 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

a l2th grade only: Data based on five questionnaire forms. N is five·sixths ofN indicated. 

bOnly drug use which was not under doctor's orders is included here. 
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TABLE 10 (cont.) 

RacelEthnicity Comparisons of Lifetime, Annual, Thirty-Day, and Daily Prevalence of Use of Various Types of Drugs 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percentages) 

~ ~ QUlI:!: C!1!:l!.in!l 
a 

H.e.min. Stimulantsb,C 

Grade: 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th Bth 10th 12th 

Lifetime: 
White 2.2 4.1 8.0 1.2 1.6 2.9 1.9 3.7 7.1 1.2 1.2 0.9 11.0 14.7 17.4 
Black 1.3 1.7 2.8 0.8 1.0 1.4 1.0 1.4 2.4 1.0 0.6 0.4 7.2 5.2 5.3 
Hispanic 4.1 7.2 12.5 1.9 2.4 6.3 3.8 6.7 12.0 1.7 0.8 1.5 10.7 12.1 12.9 

Annual: 
White 1.0 2.1 3.5 0.6 0.8 1.3 0.8 2.0 3.3 0.6 0.6 0.4 6.5 9.'1 9.3 
Black 0.8 0.8 1.5 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.7 0;7 1.2 0.6 0.3 0.2 3.7 2.9 2.7 
Hispanic 2.1 4.0 5.3 1.3 1.4 2.8 1.9 3.6 5.0 1.0 0.3 0.8 7.0 5.9 6.6 

30-Day: 
White 0.4 0.6 1.3 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.5 1.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 2.6 3.7 3.6 
Black 0.4 0.2 O.B 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.1 1.3 1.6 1.1 
Hispanic 1.2 1.2 1.9 0.8 0.4 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.7 0.7 0.0 0.5 3.4 3.0 1.6 

Daily: 
White 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 
Black 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Hispanic 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 

ai2th grade ody: Data based on four q".lestionnaire forms. N is four-sixths ofN indicated. 

hOnly drug use which was not under doctor's orders is incIudedhere. 

cBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-prescription stimulants. 
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TABLE 10 (cont.) 

RacelEtbnicity Comparisons of Lifetime, Annual, Thirty-Day, and Daily Prevalence of Use of Various Types of Drugs 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

<Entries are percentages) 

Tr iI' b . anau lZers ~ CUzarettes Steroids 6+ Drinks 

Grade: 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 1{)th 12th 8th 10th 12th 8th 10th 12th 

Lifetime: 
White 3.8 6.4 7.9 71.8 85.6 89.8 44.5 57.8 66.0 1.8 1.7 1.9 NA NA NA 
Black 1.9 2.1 2.2 64.5 78.5 80.3 34.7 42.7 46.2 1.6 1.6 1.0 NA NA NA 
Hispanic 5.1 6.5 7.6 72.4 84.3 90.4 50.8 55.1 65.0 2.0 2.1 4.8 NA NA NA 

Annual: 
White 1.9 3.7 4.1 56.0 75.4 8Q.5 NA NA NA 1.0 0.9 1.3 NA NA NA 
Black 1.0 0.9 1.1 43.6 60.8 64.3 NA NA NA 0.8 0.8 0.8 NA NA NA 
Hispanic 2.5 2.7 2.9 58.2 72.2 80.1 NA NA NA 1.1 1.4 3.2 NA NA NA 

30-Day: 
White 0.8 1.4 1.4 26.0 45.7 57.7 15.0 23.9 31.8 0.4 0.5 0.7 NA NA NA 
Black 0.2 0.3 0.4 17.8 30.2 34.4 5.3 6.4 9.4 0.4 0.5 0.8 NA NA NA 
Hispanic 1.0 1.0 1.2 29.9 42.1 53.7 16.0 15.9 24.9 0.5 0.8 1.8 NA NA NA 

Daily: 
White 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 1.4 3.7 7.4 14.9 21.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 12.6 24.4 32.9 
Black 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.6 1.8 1.6 2.6 4.9 0.0 0.2 0.0 9.9 14.4 11.8 
Hispanic 0.1 0.0 0.2 1.3 1.2 3.6 8.2 7.4 12.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 19.3 22.9 29.9 

b Only drug use which waB not under doctor's orders is included here. 



1980 Census; (2) other SMSA's, which are the remaining Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas; and (3) non-SMSA's, which are the 
sampling areas not designated as metropolitan by the Census. 

• In general, the differences in the use of most illicit drugs across 
these different sizes of community are small at the present time, 
reflecting how widely illicit drug use has diffused through the 
population. (See Tables 8 and 9.) 

• In twelfth grade, marijuana use is somewhat lower in the nonur
ban areas (18%) than in the large metropolitan areas (24%) or the 
other metropolitan areas (28%). 

• On the other hand, stimulant use is somewhat higher than 
average in th~ non-metropolitan areas in all three grade levels. 

• There has been some tendency for a few other drugs to be 
associated positively with urbanicity; however, the relationships 
have not been strong, nor have they remained consistent from one 
year to another. 

Differences Related to Parental Education 

• The best measure of family socioeconomic status available in the 
study is an index of parental education, which is based on the 
average of the educational levels reported for both parents by the 
respondent (or using data for one parent, if data for both are not 
available). The scale values on the original questions are: 1) com
pleted grade school or less, (2) some high school, (3) completed high 
school, (4) some college, (5) completed college, and (6) graduate or 
professional school after college. The average educational level 
obtained by students' parents has been rising over the years. 
Tables 7-9 give the distributions for 1991. 

• By senior year, there is rather little association with family 
socioeconomic status for most drugs. This again speaks to the 
extent to which illicit drug use has permeated all social strata. 

• On the other hand, an examination of Table 8 shows that in eighth 
grade, the lowest group on this measure of socioeconomic status 
does have a somewhat higher rate of use of a number of drugs
particularly cigarettes, marijuana, and inhalants, but to a 
lesser degree hallucinogens, LSD, cocaine, crack, heroin, 
stimulants, tranquilizers, and steroids. 

• Practically none of these relationships is ordinal: rather, the bot
tom category, or sometimes two categories, stand out as having 
higher usages rates than the others. The major exception to this 
rule is for binge drinking in the prior two weeks, which, among 
the eighth graders, rises consistently from 10% in the top economic 
status category to 22% in the bottom one. Again, no such associa-
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tion is found in twelfth grade. For daily drinking, there is also a 
fairly strong negative association; however, this difference does not 
show up in the twelfth grade sample. 

• Daily smoking comes close to having an orllinal relationship in all 
three grade levels, although the association is strongest in eighth 
grade, where only 5% of the top stratum are current daily smokers 
vs. 16% of the bottom stratum. 

• The diminished socioeconomic differences by twelfth grade could be 
explained by the upper- and middle-class youngsters "catching up". 
The difference may also be explained by the impact of dropping out, 
which is correlated both with social class and drug use. Only a 
panel study following eighth graders will permit us to determine 
which of these alternative explanations is correct. 

Racial/Ethnic Differences 

Racial/ethnic comparisons for blacks, Hispanics, and whites are being added to this 
monograph series for the first time. 13 Although the design of this project did not include 
an oversampling of any minorit.y groups, the large overall sample sizes at each grade 
level do produce fair numbers of black and Hispanic respondents each year. In this 
transition year, in which only one year of data is available for eighth and tenth grades, 
we present one~year data for all three grades. In future years, we will combine two 
years of data. We caution the reader that, this year, the sampling error of differences 
between groups is likely to be larger than would be true for other demographic and back
ground variables such as sex or college plans, because blacks and Hispanics are more 
likely to be clustered by school. Table 10 gives the lifetime, annual, 30-day, and daily 
use statistics for the three racial/ethnic groups at all three grade levels, along with the 
numbers of cases upon which the estimates are based. 

• Several general points can be derived from Table 10. First, for vir
tually all drugs, licit and illicit, black seniors have lower reported 
lifetime and annual prevalence rates than white or Hispanic 
seniors. This is mostly true for the 3D-day and daily prevalence 
statistics, as well, although there are a few exceptions. 

• Second, the same can be said for blacks in eighth and tenth grades, 
which means that the low usage rates for blacks in twelfth grade 
are almost certainly not due to differential dropout rates andlor a 
differential degree of association between dropping out and using 
drugs among the three racial/ethnic groups. 

13We recognize that the Hispanic category is a broad one, encompassing people with various Latin 
American and Caribbean origins, but for the purposes of this monograph the sample sizes unfortunately are 
too small to differentiate them. For a more complete treatment of racial/ethnic differences, in which 
additional subgroups are distinguished and males and females are examined separately within each racial/ 
ethnic category, see Ba~hman, J.G., Wallace, J.M., Jr., O'Malley, P.M., Johnston, L.n., Kurth, C.L., & 
Neighbors, H.W. (1991). Racial/ethnic differences in smoking, drinking, and illicit drug use among Ameri
can high school seniors, 1976-1989. American Journal of Public Health, 81, 372-377. 
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• The third general point is that for many drugs, whites have the 
highest lifetime and annual prevalence rates in senior year. These 
include: marijuana, inhalants, hallucinogens, LSD specifically, 
opiates other than heroin, amphetamines, barbiturates, 
methaqualone, tranquilizers, alcohol, and cigarettes. As we 
will discuss below, not all of these differences occur at lower grade 
levels. 

• Hispanic!), taken as a group, have the highest lifetime and annual 
prevalence rates in senior year for some particular~y dangerous 
classes of drugs, however. These include PCP, cocaine, crack, 
other cocaine, heroin, ice, and steroids. Their rates of crack 
and steroid use are particularly high, relative to the other two 
racial/ethnic groups. Further, it should be remembered that 
Hispanics have a considerably higher dropout rate, based on Cen .. 
sus Bureau statistics, than whites or blacks, which would tend to 
diminish the differences observable in senior year. 

• An examination of the racial/ethnic comparisons at lower grade 
levels shows Hispanics having higher rates of use not only on all 
the drugs on which they have the highest prevalence in twelfth 
grade (except, perhaps, for PCP and ice l which are not included on 
the lower grade questionnaires), but on a number of other drugs, as 
well. For example, in eighth grade the lifetime prevalence for 
Hispanics, whites, and blacks is 17%, 9%, and 8% for marijuana; 
19%, 18%, and 11% for inhalants; 5%, 3%, and 1% for halw 

lucinogens; 5%, 4%, and 2% for tranquilizers; 51%, 46%, and 
35% for cigarettes; and so on. In other words, in eighth grade
before there is any dropping out to speak of-Hispanics have the 
highest rate of use of nearly all the drugs; whereas by twelfth 
grade, whites are highest in most. Certainly the considerably 
higher dropout rate among Hispanics could explain this shift, and 
may be the most plausible explanation. Another explanation 
worth considering is that Hispanics may tend to start using drugs 
younger, but that whites catch up to, and pass them at older ages. 
These explanations are not mutually exclusive, of course. To some 
degree, both explanations may be true. 

• Looking at the daily use figures, we find exceptionally large 
absolllte and proportional differences between the three groups in 
their rates of daily cigarette smoking. Among seniors, whites 
have a 21% daily smoking rate, Hispanics 12% (which may be low, 
in part, because of their higher dropout rate), and blacks only 5%. 
In fact, blacks have much lower smoking ra.tes at all grade levels. 

• Among blacks, daily drinking is only about half that for whites 
and Hispani,cs, and daily marijuana use only about one-third the 
rate of the comparison groups. 
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• Recent binge drinking is lowest among blacks at all grade levels, 
though the proportional difference is greatest in twelfth grade 
where 33% of whites report binge drinking and 30% of Hispanics, 
compared with only 12% of blacks. In eighth grade, Hispanics have 
the highest rate at 19%, compared with 13% for whites and 10% for 
blacks. 
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Chapter 5 

TRENDS IN DRUG USE 
AMONG mGH SCHOOL SENIORS 

This section summarizes trends in drug use among high school seniors, comparing the 
seventeen graduating classes of 1975 thr-ough 1991. As in the previous section, the out~ 
comes to be discussed include measures of lifetime use, use during the past year, use 
during the past month, and daily use. In addition, trends are compared for the key 
demographic subgroups discussed earlier; and trends in noncontinuation rates are also 
examined. 

TRENDS IN PREVALENCE 1975-1991: ALL SENIORS 

• The years 1978 and 1979 marked the crest of a long and dramatic 
rise in marijuana use among American high school students. As 
Tables 11 through 14 illustrate, annual and 30-day prevalence of 
marijuana use leveled between 1978 and 1979, following a long 
and steady rise in the preceding years. In 1980 both statistics 
dropped for the first time and continued to decline every year, 
except in 1985 when there was a brief pause. In 1991, annual use 
continued to decline significantly, and now stands 27 percentage 
points below its all-time high of 51% in 1979. Thirty-day use, 
although dropping from the 1990 level, was not significantly dif
ferent. Lifetime prevalence began to drop in 1981, though more 
gradually. It decreased significantly in 1991, but still is only four
tenths lower than its all time high (i.e., 37% VS. 60%).14 As we will 
discuss in Chapter 8, there have been some significant changes in 
the attitudes and beliefs that young people hold in relation to 
marijuana and which appear to account for much of this decline in 
use . 

• Of greater importance is the even sharper downward trend which 
has been continuing to occur for daily marijuana use. Between 
1975 and 1978 there was an almost two-fold increase in daily use. 
The proportion reporting daily use in the class of 1975 (6%) (.ame 
as a surprise to many; and then that proportion rose rapidly, so 
that by 1978 one in every nine high school seniors (11%) indicated 
that he or she used the drug on a daily or nearly daily basis 
(defined as use on 20 or more occasions in the last 30 days). In 
1979 this rapid and troublesome increase halted. By 1991 the 

14Lifetime use declines more gradually than the annual or 30-day statistics because it reflects chan
ges in initiation rates only, whereas annual and 30-day reflect both changes in initiation rates and noncon
tinuation rates. 
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TABLE 11 
Trends in Lifetime Prevalence of Various Types of Drugs 

Percent ever used 

Clnss Closs Cluss Cluss Closs Closs Class Cluss Closs Cluss Class Class CIIlI;s Clnss Clns<: Clnss Class 
of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of '!1II- '!J I 

1975 1976 191'1 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 W89 1990 1991 ch:lIIgc 
Approx. N = 940iJ 15400 17100 i78ij'j) i55iTh 159()O 17 500 ffiifu 16300 15900 i6000 i52iiiJ 16300 15300 16700 i52ifo 150UO 

Any Illicit Drug u$,l b 55.2 58.3 61.6 64.1 65.1 65.4 65.6 65.8 64.1 
Arifusted Version 64.4 62.9 61.6 60.6 57.6 56.6 53.9 50.9 47.9 44.1 -.1.8~~1< 

AllY Illirit Drug Other 
Than MarijUrmac 

b 36.2 35.4 35.8 36.5 37.4 38.7 42.8 45.0 44.4 
Arifusted Version 41.1 4004 40.3 39.7 37.7 35.8 32.5 31.4 29.4 26.9 -2.5s$ 

MnrijuannlHnshish 47.3 52.8 56.4 59.2 6004 60.3 59.5 58.7 57.0 54.9 54.2 50.9 50.2 47.2 43.7 40.7 36.7 -4.(lI<Ss 

lnhnlantsd NA 10.3 11.1 12.0 12.7 11.9 12.3 12.8 13.6 14.4 15.4 15.9 17.0 16.7 17.6 18.0 17.6 -0.'1 
Inhalants Arifllstede [ NA NA NA NA 18.2 17.3 17.2 17.7 18.2 18.0 18.1 20.1 18.6 17.5 18.6 18.5 18.0 -0.5 

Amyl & Butyl Nitrites ,g NA NA NA NA H.l 11.1 10.1 9.8 8..1 8.1 7.9 8.6 4.7 3.2 3.3 2.1 l.6 -0.5 

IInUucinogens h 1(;.3 15.1 13.9 14.3 14.1 13.3 13.3 12.5 11.9 10.7 10.3 9.7 10.3 8.9 9.4 9.4 9.6 +11.2 
Hal/lid/lOge/IS Arifllsted NA NA NA NA 17.7 15.6 15.3 14.3 13.6 12.3 12.1 11.9 10.6 9.2 9.9 9.7 10.0 +0 . .1 

LSD 11.3 11.0 9.8 9.7 9.5 9.3 9.8 9.6 8.9 8.0 7.5 7.2 8,4 7.7 8.3 8.7 8.8 +0.1 
PCpf,g NA NA NA NA 12.8 9.6 7.8 6.0 5.6 5.0 4.9 4.8 3.0 2.9 3.9 2.8 2.9 +11.1 

C~~~;~~k"i . 
9.0 9.7 10.8 12.9 15,4 15.7 16.5 16.0 16.2 16.1 17.3 16.9 J5.2 12.1 10.3 9.1 7.8 - Uiss 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 5.4 4.8 4.7 3.5 3.1 -0.'1 

Olher cocaine' NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 14.0 12.1 8.5 8.6 7.0 -1,6ss 

Heroin 2.2 1.8 1.8 1.6 l.t 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.3 0.9 -OAs 

Other olJintesk 9.0 9.6 10.3 9.9 10.1 9.8 10.1 9.6 lJ,4 9.7 10.2 9.0 9.2 8.6 8.3 8.3 6.6 -1.7sss 
..;J 

Stimulants
k 

b k t-=J 22.3 22.6 23.0 22.9 24.2 26.4 32.2 35.6 35.4 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Stimulants Adjustl'd ' I NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 27.9 26.9 27.9 26.2 23.4 21.6 19.8 19.1 17.5 15.4 -2.151< 

Crystal Methamphetamine NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.7 3.3 +n.6 
Scdntivesk,m k 18.2 17.7 17.4 ]6.0 14.6 14.9 ]6.0 15.2 14.4 ]3.3 1l.8 lOA 8.7 7.8 7.-1 7.5 6.7 -0.8 

Barbiturates k 16.9 16.2 15.6 13.7 11.8 11.0 11.3 IG.3 9.9 9.9 9.2 8A 7.4 6.7 6.5 6.8 6.2 -0.6 
Methaqualone ,m 8.1 7.8 8.5 7.9 8.3 9.5 10.6 10.7 10.1 8.3 6.7 5.2 4.0 3.3 2.7 2.3 1.3 -LOs 

Trnnquili7.ersk 17.0 16.8 18.0 17.U 16.3 15.2 14.7 14.0 13.3 12.4 11.9 10.9 10.9 9.4 7.6 7.2 7.2 o.n 

Alcohol 90.4 91.9 92.5 93.1 93.0 93.2 92.6 92.8 92.6 92.6 92.2 91.3 92.2 92.0 90.7 89.5 88.0 -1.5 

Cignrettes 73.6 75.4 75.7 75.3 74.0 71.0 71.0 70.1 70.6 69.7 68.8 67.6 67.2 66.4 65.7 64.4 63.1 - 1.3 

Steroids' NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 3.0 2.9 2.1 -0.8 

NOTES; Leve' of signincunce of difference between the two most recent classes: s =.05, ss =.01, sss =.00 t. NA indicates datn not. available. 
a Use of "any illicit drugs" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, methaqunlone 
bCexcluded since 1990), or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 

Dased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of lIon·prescription stilllnlnllt.<;. 
cUse of "other illicit drugs" includes any use of hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use or other opiates, stimulants, barhiturates, methmlunlone (exchuIl'lt sinn· 
d J990), or t.ranquili1.ers 1I0t under a doclor's orders. 

Dala based on four questionnaire forms in 1976-1988; N is fOllr-nahs of N indicated. Data bnsed on five qllestionnaire forllls in 19~9 1991; N is live·sixths or N 
indicnted. 

~AdjustCll for llllderreporting of amyl and blllyl nitrites. See text for det.'1i1s. 
Data based on a single questionnaire form; N is one·nah of N indicated in 1979-1988 and on~·sixth or N indicnled in 1989 1991. 

rQucstion text changed slightly in 1987. 
} Adjusted for underreporting of PCP. See text for details. 
'Data based on two questionnaire forms in 1987-1989; N is two·nalls orN indicated in 1987-l!188 tll\d two·sixths ofN indicn\et\ in 1989_ I>ntn based on six 
. questionnaire forms in J990-1991. 
JData based on a single questionnaire form in 1987-1989; N is one·flfth of N indicated in 1987-1988 find one·sixth of N indicnted in Ul89. Dnt."l bas~ Oil four 
kqiteslionnaire forms in 1990-1991; N is four-sixths of N indicated. 
I Only drug use which was not under n doctor's orders is included here. 
Data based on two questionnaire forms; N is two·sixths of N indicnted. Steroid data basl'd on a single questionnaire forlll in ]989-I!J!)O. 

'"Data based on five questionnaire forms in ]975-1988, six questionnaire forms in 1989, and one qUp.stionnaire form in 1990 -199]; N is olle-sixth of N indicatl'd ill J!l!1II 
1991. 
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C.:l 

Approx. N = 
AllY Illicit Drug Usea b 

Adju$ted Version. 
AllY Illicit Drug OI'1r 

Thelll M ClrijUClIICl b 
Acljustl'd Version 

MarijuanalHashish 

Inhnlant.c;d 
Ill/laIn lit!' Adjustecf r. 

Amyl/Dutyl Nitrites ,g 

H a II uri nogens I 
Hnllucinogens Adjusted I 

LSD 
PCpf,g 

C~~~~:~II .. i . 
Other cocnillct 

Heroin 

Other oJlilltesk 

Stimulnnts
k 

I k 
StimulClnts Adjusted J, I 

Crystal Methnmphetnmine 

S d t · k,m e a lVI'S k 
Darbiturates k m 
Methaqunlone ' 

Trnnquilizersk 

Alcohol 

Cignrettes 

Steroidsl 

Class 
of 

1975 
9400 

45.0 

26.2 

40.0 

NA 
NA 
NA 

11.2 
NA 
7.2 
NA 

5.6 
NA 
NA 

1.0 

5.7 

16.2 
NA 
NA 

11.7 
10.7 
5.1 

10.6 

84.8 

NA 

NA 

Clnss 
of 

1976 
f54011 

48.1 

25.4 

44.5 

~.O 
NA 
NA 

9.4 
NA 
6.4 
NA 

6.0 
NA 
NA 

0.8 

5.7 

15.8 
NA 
NA 

10.7 
9.6 
·1.7 

10.3 

85.7 

NA 

NA 

TABLE 12 
Trends in Annual Prevalence of Various Types of J)rug~ 

Clnss 
of 

1977 
17100 

51.1 

26.0 

47.6 

3.7 
NA 
NA 

8.8 
N.4 
5.5 
NA 

7.2 
NA 
NA 

0.8 

6.4 

16.3 
NA 
NA 

10.8 
9.3 
5.2 

10.8 

87.0 

NA 
NA 

Clnss 
of 

1978 
17800 

5.1.8 

27.1 

50.2 

4.1 
NA 
NA 

9.6 
NA 
6.3 
NA 

9.0 
NA 
NA 

0.8 

6.0 

17.1 
NA 
NA 

9.9 
8.1 
4.9 

9.9 

87.7 

NA 

NA 

Clnss 
of 

1979 
15500 

54.2 

28.2 

50.8 

5.4 
8.9 
6.5 

9.9 
11.8 

6.6 
7.0 

12.0 
NA 
NA 
0.5 

6.2 

18.3 
NA 
NA 
9.9 
7.5 
5.9 

9.6 

88.1 

NA 

NA 

Percent who used in last twelve months 

Clnss 
of 

1980 
15900 

53.1 

30.4 

48.8 

4.6 
7.9 
5.7 

9.3 
10.4 
6.5 
4.4 

12.3 
NA 
NA 

0.5 

6.3 

20.8 
NA 
NA 

10.3 
6.8 
7.2 

8.7 

87.9 

NA 
NA 

Clnss 
of 

1981 
moo 

52.1 

34.0 

46.1 

4.1 
6.1 
3.7 

9.0 
10.1 

6.5 
3.2 

12.4 
NA 
NA 
0.5 

5.9 

26.0 
NA 
NA 

10.5 
6.6 
7.6 

8.0 

87.0 

NA 

NA 

Class 
of 

1982 
iTiOO 

50.8 
49.4 

33.8 
30.1 

44.3 

4.5 
6.6 
3.6 

8.1 
9.0 
6.1 
2.2 

11.5 
NA 
NA 

0.6 

5.3 

26.1 
20.3 
NA 
9.1 
5.5 
6.8 

7.0 

86.8 

NA 

NA 

Class 
of 

1983 
iif:iOo 

49.1 
47.4 

.12.5 
28.4 

42.3 

4.3 
6.2 
3.6 

7.3 
8 .. 1 
5.4 
2.6 

11.4 
NA 
NA 

OJ; 

5.1 

24.6 
17.9 
NA 

7.9 
5.2 
5.4 

6.9 

87.3 

NA 
NA 

Clnss 
of 

1984 
15900 

45.8 

28.0 

40.0 

5.1 
7.2 
4.0 

6.5 
7.3 
4.7 
2.3 

11.6 
NA 
NA 

0.5 

5.2 

NA 
17.7 
NA 

6.6 
4.9 
3.8 

6.1 

86.0 

NA 

NA 

Clnss 
of 

1985 
16000 

46.3 

27.4 

40.6 

5.7 
7.5 
4.0 

6.3 
7.6 
4.4 
2.9 

13.1 
NA 
NA 

0.6 

5.9 

NA 
15.8 
NA 
5.8 
4.6 
2.8 

6.1 

85.6 

NA 
NA 

Class 
of 

1986 
15200 

44 •. 1 

25.9 

38.8 

6.1 
8.9 
4.7 

B.O 
7.6 
4.5 
2.4 

1,2.7 
4.1 
NA 

0.5 

5.2 

NA 
1.1.4 
NA 

5.2 
4.2 
2.1 

5.8 

84.5 

NA 

NA 

Clasll 
of 

HI87 
16300 

41.7 

24.1 

36.3 

6.9 
8.1 
2.6 

6.4 
6.7 
5.2 
1.3 

10.3 
3.9 
9.8 

0.5 

5.3 

NA 
12.2 
NA 

4.1 
3.6 
1.5 

5.5 

85.7 

NA 
NA 

Class 
or 

1988 
16300 

38.5 

21.1 

33.1 

6.5 
7.1 
1.7 

5.5 
5.8 
4.8 
1.2 

7.9 
3.1 
7.4 

0.5 

4.6 

NA 
10.9 
NA 
3.7 
3.2 
1.3 

4.8 

85.3 

NA 

NA 

CI:llls 
of 

1989 
167UO 

35.4 

20.0 

29.6 

5.9 
6.9 
1.7 

5.6 
6.2 
4.9 
2.4 

6.5 
3.1 
5.2 

0.6 

4.4 

NA 
10.8 
NA 

3.7 
3.3 
1.3 

3.8 

82.7 

NA 

1.9 

Closs 
of 

1990 
152UO 

32.5 

17..9 

27.0 

6.9 
7.5 
1.4 

5.9 
6.0 
5.4 
1.2 

5.3 
1.9 
4.6 

0.5 

4.5 

NA 
9.1 
1.3 

3.6 
3.4 
0.7 

3.5 

80.6 

NA 
1.7 

Class 
of 

1991 
i5iiffiJ 

'911- '!II 
change 

29.4 -.1.r..55 

16.2 -1.15 

23.!) - 3.1 51l 

6.6 -0.3 
6.9 -O.G 
0.9 -O.r. 

5.8 -0.1 
6.1 +0.1 
5.2 -0.2 
1.'1 +0.7. 

3.5 - 1.8slls 
1.5 -0.4 
3.2 -l.4sss 

0.4 -0.1 

3.r. -LOss 

NA NA 
8.2 -fJ.9 
1.4 +0.1 

3.6 (1.1) 

3.4 {to 
~.5 -0.2 

3.6 +IU 

77.7 -2.9sll 

NA NA 

1..1 -0.3 

NOTES: Level of signilkance of difference between the two most recent. c1nslles: s =.05, Sll =.01, sss =.001. NA indkntell dnt:J 1I1)t. nvailnble. 
aUse of "nny 'tIlicit drugll" includps any use of mnrijunnn, hnllncinogens, cocnine, and heroin, or any use of other or1intell, slimulnnLc;, Imrbiturates, mrthnqll:JlolIl' 
b (exclurled since 1990), or tranquilizerll not under a doctor's orders. 

Hnsed 011 the daL'1. from the revised question, which ottempts to exclude the innppropriate reporting of lIoll·prescription stimn!nllls. 
cllse of "other illicit drugs" incJudps any use of hallucinogens, cocaine, find heroin, or any u:;e of olher opiates, stimulants, barbHurol.es, meth:tqualone (excllldl'ri sinrl' 

1990), or trnnquilizers not under a doctor's ordprs. 
dnata bnsed on four questionnaire fortnll in 1976--1988; N is four·flflhs of N indicated. Datn bnlled on flve qUl'lltionnnirc forms in HJR9 199 I; N is five·sixths of N 

indicated. 
~AdjUsled for ul'lderreporting of amyll1nrl butyl nitrites. See text for details. 
Dola bused on a single questionnaire form; N is one·nfth ofN indicated ill 1979-1988 and one·sixth ofN indicnted in 1989-1991. 

tQuestion text changed slightly in 1987 • 
• Adjusted for underreporting of PCP. See text for details. 
I Daln based on a single questionnnire form in 1986; N is one·nflh of N indicated. Datn bnsed on two questionnaire formll in 1987-19~n; N is two·nflhs of N indi .. nlerl in 
. 1987-1988 and two·sixths of N indicated in 1989. Data based on six questionnaire rorms in 1990-l!)!) 1. 
JDnto bnsed on n single questionnaire form in 1~)87-W39; N is one·fifill ofN indicated in 1987-1988 and one·sixth ofN indknterl in 1989. Data hllspd Oil filllr 

kquestionnaire forms in 1990-1991; N is four·sixtfls ofN indicated. 
I Only drug use which was not ur.der a doctor's orders is included hete. 
Dnla bnsed on two questionnaire i,;!'ms; N is two·sixths of N indkal.ed. Steroid dnta basrd on a single questionnaire form in t!J!m - l!)90. 

mData based on five questionnaire lonus in 1975-1988, six questionnaire forms in 1989, and one quelltionnaire form in 1990-191) 1. N is on!'-l'ixth of N inr.iirnLer\ in \!)!JI) 

1991. 
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Approx. N = 

Any l/lie-it Drug Usea b 
ArU(L.~ted Version 

AllY lIlie-it Drug Other 
i'hem Mnrijuan"c b 

Arijusted Version 

Marijuana/Hashish 

Inhnlant.c;d 
InlwlallL~ Adjustecf! [ 

AlltyUButyI Nitrites ,g 

Hullllcinogens h 
Hallucillogells Adjusted 

LSD 
PCpf,g 

C~~~:~k"i . 
Ol.her cocainJ 

Heroin 

Other ol'intesk 

Slimulants
k 

b k 
Slimlilnt·ts AdjlL.~tcd ' I 

Crystal Methamphetamine 
~ d t' k,m .... e a lVI'S k 

Barbiturates k m 
Methaqualone ' 

T '1' k rnnqUJ lzcrs 

Alcohol 

Cigarette:; 

Steroid:;1 

Cl:u;s 
of 

1975 
If.iOiJ 

30.7 

15.4 

27.1 

NA 
NA 
NA 

4.7 
NA 
2.3 
NA 

1.9 
NA 
NA 

0.4 

2.1 

8.5 
NA 
NA 
5.4 
4.7 
2.1 

4.1 

68.2 

36.7 

NA 

TABLE 13 
Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Various Types of Drugs 

Percent who used in la:;t thirty days 

Class 
of 

1976 
15400 

34.2 

13.9 

32.2 

0.9 
NA 
NA 

3.4 
NA 
1.9 
NA 

2.0 
NA 
NA 

0.2 

2.0 

7.7 
NA 
NA 

4.5 
3.9 
1.6 

4.0 

68.3 

38.8 

NA 

Class 
of 

1977 
i7TIiO 

37.6 

15.2 

35.4 

1.3 
NA 
NA 

4.1 
NA 
2.1 
NA 

2.9 
NA 
NA 

0.3 

2.8 

8.8 
NA 
NA 
5.1 
4.3 
2.3 

4.6 

71.2 

38.4 

NA 

Clnss 
of 

1978 
i"i8ilO 

38.9 

15.1 

37.1 

1.5 
NA 
NA 

3.9 
NA 
2.1 
NA 

3.9 
NA 
NA 

0.3 

2.1 

8.7 
NA 
NA 

4.2 
3.2 
1.9 

3.4 

72.1 

36.7 

NA 

Class 
of 

1979 
15500 

38.9 

16.B 

36.5 

1.7 
3.2 
2.4 

4.0 
5.3 
2.4 
2.4 

5.7 
NA 
NA 
0.2 

2.4 

9.9 
NA 
NA 
4.4 
3.2 
2.3 

3.7 

71.8 

34.4 

NA 

Class 
of 

198!} 
15900 

37.2 

1B.4 

33.7 

1.4 
2.7 
1.8 

3.7 
4.4 
2.3 
1.4 

5.2 
NA 
NA 

0.2 

2.4 

]2.1 
NA 
NA 

4.8 
2.9 
3.3 

3.1 

72.0 

3Q.5 

NA 

Clnss 
of 

1981 
17500 

36.9 

21.7 

31.6 

1.5 
2.5 
1.4 

3.7 
4.5 
2.5 
1.4 

5.8 
NA 
NA 
0.2 

2.1 

15.8 
NA 
NA 
4.6 
2.6 
3.1 

2.1 

70.7 

29.4 

NA 

Clnss 
of 

1982 
moo 

33.5 
32.5 

19.2 
17.0 

28.5 

1.5 
2.5 
t.l 

3.4 
4.1 
2.4 
1.0 

5.0 
NA 
NA 

0.2 

1.8 

13.7 
10.7 
NA 

3.4 
2.0 
2.4 

2.4 

69.7 

30.0 

NA 

Clalls 
of 

1983 
i63ifo 

32.4 
30.5 

18.4 
15.4 

27.0 

1.7 
2.5 
1.4 

2.11 
3.5 
1.9 
1.3 

4.9 
NA 
NA 
0.2 

1.8 

12.4 
B.9 
NA 
3.0 
2.1 
1.8 

2.5 

69.4 

30.3 

NA 

ChIllS 
of 

1984 
15900 

29.2 

15.1 

25.2 

1.9 
2.6 
1.4 

2.6 
3.2 
1.5 
1.0 

5.8 
NA 
NA 

0.3 

1.8 

NA 
B.3 
NA 
2.3 
1.7 
1.1 

2.1 

67.2 

29.3 

NA 

Clasll 
of 

1985 
fiffiiiO 

29.7 

14.9 

25.7 

2.2 
3.0 
1.6 

2.5 
3.8 
1.6 
1.6 

6.7 
NA 
NA 

0.3 

2.3 

NA 
6.B 
NA 

2.4 
2.0 
1.0 

2.1 

65.9 

30.1 

NA 

Clalls 
of 

1986 
i52iib 

27.1 

13.2 

23.4 

2.5 
3.2 
1.3 

2.5 
3.5 
1.7 
1.3 

6.2 
NA 
NA 
0.2 

2.0 

NA 
5~5 

NA 
2.2 
1.8 
0.8 

2.1 

65.3 

29.6 

NA 

Class 
of 

1987 
Ili300 

24.7 

11.6 

21.0 

2.8 
3.5 
1.3 

2.5 
2.8 
1.8 
0.6 

4.3 
1.3 
4.1 

0.2 

1.8 

NA 
5.2 
NA 
1.7 
1.4 
0.6 

2.0 

66.4 

2!1.4 

NA 

Clas:; 
of 

1988 
16300 

21.3 

10.0 

18.0 

2.6 
3.0 
0.6 

2.2 
2.3 
1.8 
0.3 

3.4 
1.6 
3.2 

0.2 

1.6 

NA 
4.6 
NA 

1.4 
1.2 
0.5 

1.5 

63.9 

28.7 

NA 

Clns!' 
of 

1989 
i1ffiiO 

19.7 

9.1 

16.7 

2.3 
2.1 
0.6 

2.2 
2.9 
1.8 
1.4 

2.8 
1.4 
1.9 

0.3 

1.6 

NA 
4.2 
NA 

1.6 
1.4 
0.6 

1.3 

60.0 

28.6 

0.8 

Clns!> 
of 

1990 
i52iiO 

17.2 

B.O 

14.0 

2.7 
2.9 
0.6 

2.2 
2.3 
1.9 
0.4 

1.9 
0.7 
1.7 

0.2 

1.5 

NA 
3.7 
0.6 

1.4 
1.3 
11.2 

1.2 

57.1 

29.4 

1.0 

Clm::; 
of 

1991 
i50iiiJ 

IG.4 

7.1 

13.8 

2.4 
2.6 
0.4 

'!III- '!)) 
change 

-o.S 

-0_9.' 

-11.2 

-0.3 
-(1.3 
-11.2 

2.2 OJ) 
2.4 +0.1 
1.9 0.0 
0.5 +0.1 

1.4 -0.5:; 
0.7 0.0 
1.2 -O.5~:; 

0.2 O.1l 

1.1 -OAs 

1Il'\ NA 
.1.2 -(I.S 
0.6 II.'} 

1.5 +1l.1 
1.'1 +0.1 
0.2 OJ) 

1.4 +0.2 

54.0 -3.1~ 

28.3 -1.1 

0.8 -0.2 

NOTES: l.evel of significance of difference b6tween the two most recellt classes: s =.05,55 =.01, sss =.001. NA indicates dnt."l nol available. 
DUse of "any illicit drugs" includes any use of mnrijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other .lpiates. stimulants, barhiturates, mpthnqualol1P 
b(excluded since 1990), or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. . 

nased on the data from the revilled qUl'slion, which attempts to exclude the inllpproprinte reportillg of non.prescription stimul:lIll.c;. 
cUse of "other illicit drugs" includes any use of hnllucinogenll, r;ocnine, and heroin, or any use of other OpillteS, stimulnnts, bllrhitllrnles, melhaqllnlone (exclmled sinn' 
d 1990), or trnnquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 

Data based on four qUestionnaire forms in 1976-1988; N is fllur·f1fihs of N indicated. Dat.., bas-::i! ~II five questionllaire forms in 1989 ·W!} i: ~ is flve·sixths of N 
indicnted. 

~Adjusted for underreporting of amyl nnd bulyl nitrites. See text f(lr delnHs. 
Data bnsed 011 a single questionnaire form; N is one·nah of N indicared in 1979-1988 and one-sixth of N indicated in 1989-·1991. 
~Qlleslion text changed slightly in 1987. 
!' Adjuflted for underreporting of PCP. See text for del.·lils. 
IOata hased on two questionnaire forms in 1987-1989; N is two·tlahs ofN indicated in 1987-1988 and two·sixths ofN indicnted in 1989. Dat.'l hnsed on six quesliulIIHliar 
• forms in 1990-1991. 
JDatn based on a single questionnaire fo~m in 1987-1989; N is one·nah ofN indicated in 1987-1988 and one·sixth 01 N indicnted in 1989. Dnt.'l basrd on rour 
kqllestionnnire forms in 1990-1991; N is four·sixths of N indicated. 
I Only drug use which wns not under a doctor's orders is included here. 
Dala balled on two questionnaire formll; N is two·sixth:; ofN indicated. Steroid data bnsed on a sillgl!' questionnaire form in 1989 19!111. 

JII Dnln based on five questionnaire formll in 1975-1988, six qllesliollll!lire forms in 1989, and one quelllionnnire forlll ill 19!)0 19!)J; N i:; olle-Ilixth of N illl!.ic"trrl in l!l'm 
1991. 
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TAnLE 14 
Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use of Various Types of D;'ugs 

Percent who used daily in last thirly days 

Approx. N = 
Mariju!lnnlHashish 

Inhalantsll b 
Inhalants Acljllstea d 

Amyl & Butyl Nilrilesc, 

Hnllucinogens 
Hallucinogens Acljustecf 

LSLl 
PCpc,d 

Cocaine f 
"Crack" 
Olher cocnineg 

Heroin 

Other opiatesh 

Stimulants
h 

h' 
Stimulants Adjusted ,I • 

Crystnl Methamphetamine-' 
hI. 

Sedalives' h 
Barbiturates h k 
Methaqualone ' 

T '1' h rllnqlll Izers 

Alcohol 
Daily 
5+ drinks in a rowl 

lust 2 weeks 

Cigarettes 
Daily 
Half·pack or more 

per day 

Steroid~ 

Class 
of 

1975 
!l<lOO 

6.0 

NA 
NA 
NA 

0.1 
NA 
0.0 
NA 

0.1 
NA 
NA 

0.1 

0.1 

0.5 
NA 
NA 

0.3 
0.1 
0.0 

0.1 

5.7 

36.8 

Class 
of 

1976 
15400 

8.2 

0.0 
NA 
NA 

Q.l 
NA 
0.0 
NA 

0.1 
NA 
NA 

0.0 

0.1 

0.4 
NA 
NA 

0.2 
0.1 
0.0 

0.2 

5.6 

37.1 

Cia!'!' 
of 

1977 
17100 

9.1 

0.0 
NA 
NA 

0.1 
NA 
0.0 
NA 

0.] 
NA 
NA 

0.0 

0.2 

0.5 
NA 
NA 

0.2 
0.2 
0.0 

0.3 

6. t 

39,4 

Class 
of 

Hl78 
17800 

10.7 

0.1 
NA 
NA 

0.1 
NA 
0.0 
NA 

0.] 
NA 
NA 

0.0 

0.1 

0.5 
NA 
NA 

0.2 
0.1 
0.0 

0.1 

5.7 

40.3 

Clllss 
of 

1979 
15500 

10.3 

0.0 
0.1 
0.0 

0.1 
0.2 
0.0 
0.1 

Class 
of 

1980 
Ib9(JO 

9.1 

0.1 
J.2 
0.1 

0.1 
0.2 
0.0 
11.1 

Class 
of 

1981 
f'i5iiO 

7.0 

0.1 
0.2 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.2 0.2 0.3 
NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0,1 0.1 

0.6 0.7 1.2 
NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 

0.1 0.2 0.2 
0.0 0.1 0.1 
0.0 0.1 0.1 

0.1 0.1 0.1 

6.9 6.0 6.0 

41.2 41.2 41.4 

CIDIls 
of 

1982 
17700 

6.3 

0.1 
0.2 
0.0 

0.1 
0.2 
0.0 
0.1 

Class 
of 

1983 
16300 

5.5 

0.1 
0.2 
0.2 

0.1 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 

0.2 0.2 
NA NA 
NA NA 

0.0 0.1 

0.1 0.1 

1.1 1.1 
0.7 0.8 
NA NA 

0.2 0.2 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.0 

0.1 0.1 

5.7 5.5 

40.5 <10.8 

Clnss 
of 

1984 
15!JUO 

5.0 

0.1 
0.2 
0.1 

0.1 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 

0.2 
NA 
NA 

0.0 

0.1 

NA 
0.6 
NA 

0.1 
0.0 
0.0 

0.1 

4.8 

38.7 

Clnss 
of 

1985 
161100 

4.9 

0.2 
0.4 
0.3 

0.1 
0.3 
0.1 
0.3 

0.4 
Nb. 
NA 

~.{j 

0.1 

NA 
0.4 
NA 

0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

0.0 

5.0 

3S.7 

Cla!'s 
of 

1986 
15200 

4.0 

0.2 
0.4 
0.5 

0.1 
0.3 
0.0 
0.2 

0.4 
NA 
NA 

0.0 

0.1 

NA 
0.3 
NA 

0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

0.0 

4.8 

36.8 

26.9 28.8 28...8 27.5 25.4 21.3 20.3 21.1 21.2 18.7 19.5 18.7 

17.9 19.2 19.4 18.3 16.5 14.3 13.5 14.2 13.8 12.3 12.5 11.4 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

ClflSR 
of 

1987 
l63HO 

3.3 

0.1 
0.4 
0.3 

0.1 
0.2 
0.1 
0.3 

0.3 
(U 
0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

NA 
0.3 
NA 

0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

0.1 

4.8 

37.5 

Class 
of 

1988 
16300 

2.7 

0.2 
0.3 
0.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.1 

0.2 
0.1 
0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

NA 
0.3 
NA 

0.1 
0.0 
0.1 

0.0 

4.2 

34.7 

Clafi5 
of 

1989 
fiffii"o 

2.9 

0.2 
0 .• 1 
0.3 

0.1 
0.3 
0.0 
0.2 

0.3 
0.2 
0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

NA 
0.3 
NA 

0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

0.1 

4.2 

33.0 

CIII!lS 
of 

199U 
i52ifu 

2.2 

03 
0.:: 
0.1 

0.1 
0.3 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

NA 
0.2 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

0.1 

3.1 

32.2 

Closs 
of 

1991 
150UU 

2.0 

0.2 
0.5 
0.2 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

O~O 

0.1 

NA 
0.2 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

0.1 

3,S 

29.~ 

18.7 18.1 18.9 19.1 18.5 

11.4 10.6 11.2 11.3 10.7 

NA NA 0.1 0.2 0.1 

NOTES: Level of s'gnificance of dilTerence between the two most. recent classes: s =.05, ss =.01, sss =.001. NA indicates data not available. Any apparent 
inconsistency between the change esllmate and the prevalence estimates for the two most recent dasses is due to rounding error. 

°Data based on four questionnaire forms ill 1976-1988: N is four·finhs of N indicated. Data based on five questionnaire forms in 1989-1991; N is five·sixths of N 
b indicated. 

Adjusled for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrite!>. See text for details. 
~Data based on a single questionnaire form; N is onc·finh of N indicated in 1979-1988 and one·sixth of N indicated in 1989-1991. 

Question text changed slightiy in 1987. 
~Adj\lsted fol' underreporting of PCP. See text for details. 

'DU - 'll I 
chall~.!:: 

-0.2 

-0.1 
+(}.2 
+(1.1 

11.0 
-0.2 

0.0 
(I.() 

(1.1) 

1).0 
(I.() 

0.1) 

0.1) 

NA 
0.0 

-H.l 

0.0 
11.0 
11.0 

O.1l 

-fl. I 

-2.'1 

-II.S 

-(l.G 

-0.1 

Data based on two questionnaire forms in 1987-1989; N is two-flnhs of N indicated in 1987-1988 ond two-sixths of N indicoted ill l!l89. Dolo hllsed on six 
questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. 

gData were based on a single questionnaire form in 1987-1989; N is one·flnh of N irodicated in 1987-1988 and one·sixth of N indicated in 1989. Data bm;ed on four 
hquestionnaire forms in 1990-1991; N is four·sixths of N indicated . 
. Only drug use which was not. under a doctor's orders is included here. 
~Based on the dato from the revised question, which attempls to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non'prescription stimulonls. 
tDatn based on two questionnaire forms; N is two·sixths of N indicated. Steroid data based on 1\ single quef<tionnaire form in l!l89· WOO. 

Data based on five questionnaire forms in 1975-1988, six questionnoire forms in 1989, and one questionnaire form in HlOO ·]!J91; N is one·sixth of N indicllled ill W!HI 
1991. 
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daily usage rate had dropped to 2%, well below the 6% level we first 
observed in 1975. As later sections of this report document, much 
of this dramatic reversal appears to be due to.a continuing increase 
in concerns about possible adverse effects from reguli:1r use, and a 
growing perception that peers would disapprove of marijuana use. 
particularly regular use. 

• Until 1978, the proportion of seniors involved in an:>' illicit drug 
use ha.d increased steadily, primarily because of the increase in 
marijuana use. About 54% of the classes of 1978 and 1979 
reported having tried at least one illicit drug during the prior year, 
up from 45% in the class of 1975. Between 1979 and 1984, 
however, the proportion reporting using any illicit drug during the 
prior year dropped by 1 or 2% annually until 1985, when there was 
a brief pause in the decline. In 1986 the decline resumed, with 
annual prevalence dropping to 29% in 1991. The ,lverall decline in 
the proportion of students having any involvement with illicit 
drugs appears to be due primarily to the change in marijuana use. 

• As Figure 6 and Table 11 illustrate, between 1976 and 1982 there 
had been a very gradual, stea.dy increase in the proportion who 
have ever used some illicit drug other than marijuana. The 
proportion going beyond marijuana in their lifetime had risen from 
35% to 45% between 1976 and 1982; the peak year. Between 1982 
and 1991 the revised version of this statistic has declined gradually 
from 41% to 27%. The annual prevalence of such behaviors (Figure 
7), which had risen 9% between 1976 and 1981, leveled in 1982, 
and then dropped back slightly in each subsequent year to 16% in 
1991. But the current (or 30~day) prevalence figures actually 
began to drop a year earlier-in 1982-and have shown the largest 
proportional drop (as may be seen in Figure 8 and in Table 13). 

• Most of the earlier rise in other illicit drug use appeared to be 
due to the increasing popularity of cocaine with this age group 
between 1976 and 1979, and then due to the increasing use of 
stimulants between 1979 and 1982. (As stated earlier, we believe 
that the upward shift in stimulant use was exaggerated because 
some respondents included instances of using over-the-counter 
stimulants in their reports of amphetamine use.) 

• Although the overall proportion using illicit drugs other than 
marijuana has changed rather gradually during recent years, 
greater fluctuations have occurred for specific drugs within the 
class. (See Tables 11, 12, and 13 for trends in lifetime, annual, 
and monthly prevalence figures for each class of drugs.) 

• From 1976 to 1979 cocaine exhibited a substantial increase in 
popularity, with annual prevalence going from 6% in the class of 
1976 to 12% in the class of 1979-a two-fold increase in just three 
years. For the nation as a. whole, we judge there to have been little 
or no change in any of the cocaine prevalence statistics for this age 
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TABLEtS 
Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence in an Index of lliicit Drug Use 

(Blll!ed on Original and A<ljusted Amphetamine Questiona)a 

Class elMs Class Class Class Claso Class Class Class Class ClMs Class Class Class. Claso Class Class 
of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of '90-'91 

.lmllZti..llJ11..la1a.J.m~.ll!.Hl.l9B2..li!/ia..lruM.lW5..lllli2.llB.1~.l9IDt~.lm ~ 
Approx.N .. 9400 15400 17100 17800 15500 15900 17500 17700 16300 15900 16000 15200 16300 16300 16700 15200 15000 

Percent reporting u8e:m lifetime 

Marijuana Only 19.0 22.9 25.8 27.6 27.7 26.7 22.8 20.8 19.7 
Adjusted Version 23.3 22.5 21.3 20.9 19.9 20.8 21.4 19.5 18.5 17.2 -1.3 

Any Illicit Drug O\Jter 
Than Marijuana 36.2 35.4 35.8 36.5 37.4 38.7 42.8 45.0 44.4 

Adjusted Version 41.1 40.4 40.3 39.7 37.7 35.8 32.5 31.4 29.4 26.9 -2.588 

Total: Any Illicit 
Drug Use 55.2 58.3 61.6 64.1 65.1 65.4 65.6 65.8 64.1 

Adjusted Version 64.4 62.9 61.6 60.6 57.6 56.6 53.9 50.9 47.9 44.1 -3.888S 

Percent reporting use in last twelve months 

-.l Marijuana Only 18.8 22.7 25.1 26.7 26.0 22.7 18.1 17.0 16.6 -.l 
Adjusted Version 19.3 19.0 17.8 18.9 18.4 17.6 17.4 15.4 14.6 13.2 -1.4 

Any Illicit Drug O\Jter 
Than Marijuana 26.2 25.4 26.0 27.1 28.2 30.4 34.0 33.8 32.5 

Adjusted Version 30.1 28.4 28.0 27.4 25.9 24.1 21.1 20.0 17.9 16.2 -1.7s 

Total: Any Illicit 
Drug Use 45.0 48.1 51.1 53.8 54.2 53.1 52.1 50.8 49.1 

Adjusted Version 49.4 47.4 45.8 46.3 44.3 41.7 38.5 35.4 32.5 29.4 -3.188s 

Percent re~~rtillg Use in last thirty days 

Marijuana Only 15.3 20.3 22.4 23.8 22.2 18.8 15.2 14.3 14.0 
Adjusted Version 15.5 15.1 14.1 14.8 13.9 13.1 11.3 10.6 9.2 9.3 -HI.1 

Any Illicit Drug O\Jter 
Than Marijuana 15.4 13.9 15.2 15.1 16.8 18.4 21.7 19.2 18.4 

Adjusted Version 17.0 15.4 15.1 14.9 13.2 11.6 10.0 9.1 8.0 7.1 -O.9s 

Total: Any Illicit 
Drug Use 30.7 34.2 37.6 38.9 38.9 37.2 36.9 33.5 32.4 

Adjusted Version 32.5 30.5 29.2 29.7 27.1 24.7 21.3 19.7 17.2 16.4 -0.8 

~O~ES: Level ~f significano: of difference bet~'een the tW? ~~st recent classes: s =.05, ss =.0 I, ~ss =.001. .• .., 
bA<ljusted questIons about stImulant use were mtroduced m •• )82 to exclude more completely the mappropnate reportmg of non-prescnptIon stImulants. 

Use of "other illicit drugs" indudes any use of hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other opiatea, stimulants, barbiturates, methaqualone 
(excluded since 1990), or tranquilizers not under a doctor's ardera. 
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FIGURE 6 
Trends in Lifetime Prevalence of an DUcit Drug Use Index 

All Seniors 

o Used Marijuana Only 
• Used Some Other Illicit Drug 
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USE IN LIFETIME 

NOTES: Use of "some other illicit drugs" includes any use of hallucinogens, cocaine, and 
heroin, or any use which is not under a doctor's orders of other opiates, stimulants, sedatives, 
or tranquilizers. 

<j shows the percentage which results if non-prescription stimulants are excluded. 

The dashed vertical line indicates that after 1983 the shaded and open bars are defined by using 
the amphetamine questions which were revised to exclude non-presecription stimulants from 
the definition of "illicit drugs." 
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group between 1979 and 1984. (Possible regional differences in 
trends will be discussed below.) In 1985, however, we reported 
statistically significant increases in annual and monthly use, with 
a leveling again in 1986. However, since 1986 both indicators of 
use have decreased substantially: annual use decreased from 12.7% 
in 1986 to 3.5% in 1991; monthly use decreased from 6.2% to 1.4% 
over the same period (more than a 75% drop). The reasons will be 
considered below in our discussion of seniors' attitudes and beliefs 
about cocaine. 

• Use of crack cocaine was measured by only a single question in 
1986, which was contained in one questionnaire form and asked 
only of those who reported any use of cocaine in the past. 12 
months. It simply asked if crack was one of the forms of cocaine 
they had used. It is thus an estimate of the annual prevalence of 
crack use. 

But other indicators that were gathered routhely in the study 
show some indirect evidence of the rapid spread of this form of the 
drug prior to 1986. For example, we found that (a) the proportion 
of seniors reporting that they smoked cocaine (as well as having 
used in the past year) more than doubl~J between 1983 and 1986 
from 2.4% to 5.7%, (b) there was also a doubling in the same period 
(from 0.4% to 0.8%) in the proportion of all seniors who said that 
they both had used cocaine during tlte prior year and had at some 
time been unable to stop using when they tried to stop, and (c) 
there was a doubling between 1984 and 1986 in the proportion of 
seniors reporting active daily use .of cocaine (from 0.2% to 0.4%). 
We think it likely that the advent of crack use during this period 
contributed to these statist.ics. 

In 1987 we introduced into two questionnaire forms the standard 
set of three questions (about crack use) which are used for all other 
classes of drugs reported here, and which ask separately about fre
quency of use in lifetime, past 12 months, and past 30 days. We 
added this set of questions about crack use to the other four forms 
beginning in 1990. 

• The annual crack prevalence measured by the 1986 question was 
4.1%; this figure declined to 3.9% in 1987, 3.1% in 1988 and 1989, 
and in 1991 was down to 1.5%. In other words, the annual preva
lence for crack has fallen by about 60% since 1986. Lifetime preva
lence rates were 5.4% in 1987 (the first year this measure was 
available) and now is down significantly to 3.1% in 1991. The 
figures for 30-day prevalence are 1.3% in 1987, 1.6% in 1988, and 
0.7% in 1991. 

• It is important to note that crack use may be disproportionately 
located in the out-of-school population relative to most other drugs. 
(The same is likely true for PCP and heroin, as well.) Whether 
similar trends are taking place in that population remains an open 
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FIGURE 7 

Trends in Annual Prevalence of an DUcit Drug Use Index 
All Seniors 

o Used Marijuana Only 
• Used Some Other illicit Drugs 

54 54 53 52 

NOTES: Use of "some other illicit drugs" includes any use of hallucinogens, cocaine, 
and heroin, or any use which is not under a doctor's orders of other opiates, stimulants, 
sedatives, or tranquilizers. 

<] shows the percentage which results if non-prescription stimulants are excluded. 

The dashed vertical line indicates that after 1983 the shaded and open bars are defined by 
using the amphetamine questions which were revised to exclude non-prescription 
stimulants from the definition of "illicit drugs." 
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question. In general, it would seem likely that the trends there 
would parallel those seen in the majority of the population the 
same age, but one could imagine exceptions . 

• Like cocaine use, inhalant use had been rising steadily in the late 
1970's, though more slowly. Annual prevalence (in the unadjusted 
version) rose from 3.0% in 1976 and reached a peak of 5.4% in 
1979. Starting in 1979 an adjustment was introduced for the 
underreporting of nitrite inhalants. Between 1979 and 1983, there 
was some overall decline in this adjusted version-in part due to a 
substantial drop in the use of the amyl and butyl nitrites, for 
which annual prevalence declined from 6.5% in 1979 to 3.6% in 
1983. Both measures increased modestly between 1983 and 1986, 
with annual use for inhalants (adjusted for use of nitrites) increas
ing from 6.2% in 1983 to 8.9% in 1986, and the use of nitrites 
increasing less, from 3.6% to 4.7%. 

Since 1986, there has been a slight decline in inhalant use 
(adjusted), with annual prevalence falling from 8.9% in 1986 to 
7.0% in 1991, but a larger decline in nitrite use (from 4.7% to 
1.0%). The gradual convergence of the unadjusted and adjusted 
inhalant prevalence rates seen in Figure 9b, suggests that the 
number of seniors who use nitrites, but do not report themselves as 
inhalant users on the general question, has d.iminished con
siderably, as would be expected in light of the overall decline in 
nitrite use . 

• Stimulant (amphetamine) use, which had remained relatively 
unchanged between 1975 and 1978, began to show evidence of a 
gradual increase in use in 1979, with even greater increases to 
occur in 1980 and 1981. Between 1976 and 1981, reported annual 
prevalence rose by a full 10% (from 16% in 1976 to 26% in 1981); 
and daily use tripled, from 0.4% in 1976 to 1.2% in 1981. As 
stated earlier, we think these increases were exaggerated-perhaps 
sharply exaggerated-by respondents in the 1980 and 1981 surveys 
in particular including nonamphetamine, over-the-counter diet 
pills (as well as "look-alike" and "sound-alike" pills) in their 
answers. In 1982, we added new versions of the qu.estions on 
amphetamine use, which were more explicit in instructing respond
ents not to include such nonprescription pills. (These were added 
to only three of the five forms of the questionnaire being used; the 
amphetamine questions w~re left unchanged in the other two forms 
until 1984.) As a result, Tables 11 through 15 give two estimates 
for amphetamines: one is based on the unchanged questions, which 
provides comparable data across time for longer-term trend 
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FIGURE 8 

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of an Dlicit Drug Use Index 
All Seniors 

o Used Marijuana Only 
• Used Some Other Illicit Drugs 

38 

84 '85 '86 
USE IN PAST 30 DAYS 

21 20 

NOTES: Use of "some other illicit drugs" includes any use of hallucinogens. cocaine, 
and heroin, or any use which is not under a doctor's orders of other opiates. stimulants. 
sedatives, or tranquilizers. 

<lshows the percentage which results ifnon·prescription stimulants are excluded. 

The dashed vertical line indicates that after 1983 the shaded and upen bars are defined by 
using the amphetamine questions which were revised to exclude non-prescription 
stimulants from the definition of "illicit drugs. " 
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estimates; the second (adjusted) estimate, based on the revised 
questions, provides our best assessments of current prevalence and 
recent trends in true amphetamine use. 15 

As can be seen in 1982 and 1983, the two years for which both 
adjusted and unadjusted statistics are available, the unadjusted 
showed a modest amount of overreporting. Both types of statistics, 
however, suggest that a downturn in the current use of stimulants 
began to occur in 1982 and has continued since. For example, 
between 1982 and 1991 the annual prevalence for amphetamines 
(adjusted) fell by six-tenths from 20% to 8%. Current use also fell 
by more than half. Still, in the class of 1991 about one-seventh of 
all seniors (15.4%) have tried amphetamines (adjusted), even 
though the decline continues . 

• For sedatives the sustained, gradual decline between 1975 and 
1979 halted in 1980 and 1981. For example, annual prevalence, 
which dropped steadily from 11.7% in 1975 to 9.9% in 1979, 
increased slightly to 10.5% by 1981. In 1982, though, the longer
term decline resumed again and annual prevalence has now fallen 
to 3.6%. No change was observed in 1991. In sum, annual sedative 
use has dropped by t.wo-thirds since the study began in 1975. But, 
the overall trend lines for sedatives mask differential trends occur
ring for the two components of the measure (see Figure 9c). Bar
biturate use declined rather steadily between 197'5 and 1987 
before leveling; annual prevalence (3.4%) is now less than one-third 
of the 1975 level (10.7%). Methaqualone use, on the other hand, 
rose sharply from 1978 until 1981. In fact, it was the only drug 
other than stimulants that was still rising in 1981. But in 1982, 
the use of methaqualone also began to decline, which accounted for 
the overall sedative category 'resuming its decline. Annual use now 
stands at less than one-fifteenth of its peak level observed by 1981 
(0.5% in 1991 vs. 7.6% in 1981). This very low prevalence rate 
allowed us to drop the questions about methaqualone from five of 
the six forms beginning in 1990; the sedative prevalence estimates 
in the tables, being a combination of barbiturate and methaqua
lone prevalence, are thus based also on only one questionnaire form 
since 1990 . 

• The usage statistics for tranquilizers (Figure 9b) peaked in 1977, 
and have declined fairly steadily since then. Lifetime prevalence 
has dropped by more than half (from 18% in 1977 to 7% in 1991), 
annual prevalence by more than two-thirds (from 11% to 3.6%), 
and 30-day prevalence by three-fourths (from 4.6% to 1.4%). 

15We think the unadjusted estimates fl)r the earliest years of the survey were probably little affected 
by the improper inclusion of nonprescription stimulants, since sales of the latter did not burgeon until after 
the 1979 data collection. 
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FIGURE9c 

Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence of Various Drugs 
All Seniors 
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FIGURE9d 

Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty .. Day Prevalence of Various Drugs 
All Seniors 
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FIGUREge 

Trends in Lifetime, AJ1nual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence of Various Drugs 
All Seniors 
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FIGURE9f 

Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence of Various Drugs 
All Senior:s 
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FIGURE 10 

Tre1.ds in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use of 
Marijuana, Alcohol, and Cigarettes 

by Sex 
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• Between 1975 and 1979 the prevalence of heroin use had been 
dropping rather steadily (Figure ge). Lifetime prevalence dropped 
from 2.2% in 1975 to 1.1% in 1979 and annual prevalence also had 
dropped by half, from 1.0% in 1975 to 0.5% in 1979. This decline 
halted in 1980 and the statistics have remained almost constant 
for a decade (through 1990). In 1991, lifetime prevalence fell sig
nificantly from 1.3% in 1990 to 0.9% in 1991, though the annual 
and 3D-day statistics did not. 

• For a twelve-year interval the use of opiates other than heroin 
remained fairly stable, with annual prevalence fluctuating between 
5.2% and 6.4%. Since 1988, there has been a steady decline, 
including a significant drop between annual use in 1990 (to 4.5%) 
and 1991 (to 3.5%). 

• Hallucinogen use (unadjusted for underreporting of PCP) declined 
some in the middle of the seventies (from 11.2% in 1975 to 9.6% in 
1978 on annual prevalence). (See Figure 9d.) It then leveled for 
several years before beginning another sustained decline. Between 
1979, when the first figures adjusted for the underreporting of PCP 
were available, and 1984, there was a steady decline, with adju.sted 
annual prevalence dropping from 11.8% in 1979 to 7.3% in 1984. 
The rate remained level through 1986 but then began dropping 
again, and stands at 6.1% in 1991-roughly half of what it was 
when the the study began in 1975. 

• LSD, one of the major drugs comprising the hallucinogen class, 
showed a modest decline from 1975 to 197.7, followed by con
siderable stability through 1981. Between 1981 and 1985, 
however, there was a second period of gradual decline, with annual 
prevalence falling from 6.5% in 1981 to 4.4% in 1985. Use has 
remained fairly level since 1985, with annual prevalence in 1991 
at 5.2%. 

• Prevalence statistics for the specific hallucinogen PCP have shown 
a very substantial decline since 1979 when we first measured the 
use of this drug. Annual prevalence dropped from 7.0% in the class 
of 1979 to 2.2% in the class of 1982. After leveling for a few years, 
it has since dropped further to reach 1.4% in 1991. 

• As can be seen from these varied patterns for the several classes of 
illicit drugs, while the overall proportion of seniors using any illicit 
drugs in their lifetime other than marijuana has changed some 
over the years, the mix of drugs they are using has changed even 
more. A numl'er of drug classes have shown dramatic declines, 
some have shown substantial declines, and some have remained 
fairly stable. Further, the periods in which they either increased or 
declined varied considerably for the different classes of drugs. 
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• Turning to the licit drugs, in the latter half of the 70's there was a 
small upward shift in the prevalence of alcohol use among seniors. 
(See Figure 9f.) To illustrate, between 1975 and 1979 the annual 
prevalence rate rose steadily from 85% to 88%, the monthly preva
lence rose from 68% to 72%, and the daily prevalence rose from 
5.7% to 6.9%. As with marijuana, 1979 was the peak year for use. 
Since 1979, there, has been a slight decrease in lifetime prevalence 
(from 93% in 1979 to 88% in 1991), and some drop for the more 
current prevalence intervals: between 1979 and 1985, annual prev
alence fell from 88% to 86%, monthly prevalence from 72% to 66%, 
and daily prevalence from 6.9% to 5.0%. (Clearly the change in 
daily use is the most important of these shifts.) They all remained 
fairly level from about 1985 to 1987, but since 1987 all rates have 
shown some further decline. Thirty-day prevalence, for example, 
fell from 66% to 54%, and is down by about one-fourth from its 
peak level in 1979 (72%) to 54% in 1991. Daily prevalence fell 
from 4.8% to 3.6% between 1987 and 1991, and is now down by 
almost one-half from its peak level in 1979 (6.9%). 

• There was a similar pattern observed in the frequency of 
occasional heavy drinking (Figure 9£). When asked whether 
they had taken five or more drinks in a row during the prior two 
weeks, 37% of ihe seniors in 1975 said they had. This proportion 
rose gradually to 41% by 1979, where it remained through 1983. 
In both 1984 and 1985, we observed drops of 2% in this 
troublesome statistic, to 37%, exactly where it was in 1975; there 
was no further change in 1986 or 1987. Since 1987, however, it 
has dropped by another 8%, from 38% to 30% in 1991. This statis
tic, then, also has fallen by about one-fourth from its peak level. 

• Thus, to answer a frequently asked question, there is no evidence 
that the drop in marijuana use observed in recent years is leading 
to a concomitant increase in alcohol use. If anything, there has 
been some parallel decline in annual, monthly and daily alcohol use 
as well as in occasional heavy drinking. 

• As for ciga,rette use, 1976 and 1977 appear to have been the years 
of peak smoking rates in this age group, as measured by lifetime, 
30-day, and daily prevalence. (Annual prevalence is not 
asked.) Over the four subsequent graduating classes, 30-day preva
lence dropped substantially from 38% in the class of 1977 to 29% in 
the class of 1981. (See Tables 13 and 14 and Figure 9f.) Mure 
importantly, daily cigarette use dropped over that same interval 
from 29% to 20%, and daily use of half-pack-a-day or more from 
19.4% to 13.5% between 1977 and 1981 (nearly a one-third 
decrease). In 1981 we reported that the decline appeared to be 
decelerating; in 1982 and 1983 it clearly had halted. There was a 
brief resumption of the earlier decline in 1984, with daily use fall
ing from 21% to 19%, and daily use of half-pack-a-day dropping 
from 13.8% to 12.3%. Since 1984, there has been very little change 
in most of these statistics. In 1991 daily use still stands at 19%, 
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and half-pack-a-day use at 11%. What seems most noteworthy is 
the lack of appreciable decline in the smoking rates since the early 
80's, despite (a) the general decline which has occurred for most 
other drugs (including alcohol), and (b) the considerable amount of 
restrictive legislation which has been debated and enacted at state 
and local levels in the past eight years. 

TRENDS IN NONCONTlNUATION RATES 

Table 16 shows how the user lloncontinuation rates observed for the various classes of 
drugs have changed over time. Recall that the noncontinuation rate, as used here, is 
defined as the percentage of those who ever used the drug but did not use in the year 
prior to the survey. 

• For most drugs there has been relatively little change in noncon~ 
tinuation rates among those who have tried the drug at least once. 
There are some noteworthy exceptions, however, 

• Marijuana has shown some increase in the noncontinuation rates 
between 1979 (when it was 16%) and 1984 (when it was 27%), 
This is what gave rise to the greater drop in annual use than in 
lifetime use, described earlier. Between 1984 and 1987 there was 
no further increase, but since then the noncontinuation rate has 
risen further to 35%. 

• The noncontinuation rate for cocaine decreased from 38% 1976 to 
22% in 1979, corresponding to the period of increase in the overall 
prevalence of use. It then remained fairly stable through 1986, 
corresponding to a period of stability in the actual prevalence 
statistics. Since 1986, use has fallen substantially, reflecting in 
part a considerable increase in the rate of noncontinuation, which 
rose from 25% in 1986 to 55% in 1991, including a rise of 11 per
centage points in 1991 alone. 

• For crack, statistics exist only since 1987, but they also show a 
sharp rise in noncontiuuation, from 28% in 1987 to 52% in 1991. 

• There was considerably more noncontinuation of stimulant use in 
1991 (47%) than in 1982 (when it was 27%), based on the revised 
usage questions. Earlier data (based on the unrevised questions), 
suggest that the change began after 1981. 

• Much of the recent decline in sedative use is also accounted for by 
a changing rate of noncontinuation for the specific substances 
involved. For example, in the case of barbiturates the noncon
tinuation rate rose from 36% in 1979 to 45% in 1991. 

Similarly, in 19801 24% of the seniors who ever used methaqua
lone did not use in the prior year, whereas the comparable statistic 
by 1991 was more than twice as high (62%). 

94 



CD 
01 

TABLEt6 
Trends in Noncontinuation Rates 

Twelfth Graders Who Ever Used Drug in Lifetime 

Percent who did not use in last twelve months 

CIBBS eIBBs CIBBS ClBBS CIBBS CIBBS CIBBS ClBB8 ClBBS Class ClBBS ClBBS Claas ClBBS elBBS CIBBS ClBBs 
of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of 
J.m~.lmlW!..JJrZal9Bll.l98l..l9B.2.~.ll!Ml9B.Ii~.llmllBa..Imm.~.lm 

MarijuanalHashish 15.4 15.7 15.6 15.2 15.9 19.1 22.5 24.5 25.8 27.1 25.1 23.8 27.7 29.9 32.3 33.7 34.9 

Inhalants 
Adjusted 

Nitrites 

Hallucinogens 
Adjusted 

LSD 
PCP 

Cocaine 

·Crack-

Heroin 

(}4..her Opiates 

Stimulants 
Adjusted 

Sedatives 

Barbiturates 
Methaqualone 

Tranquilizers 

Alcohol 

Cigarettes a 

NA 70.9 66.7 65.8 57.5 61.3 66.7 64.8 68.4 64.6 63.0 61.6 59.4 61.1 66.5 61.7 62.5 
NA NA NA NA 50.8 55.7 65.5 63.3 64.4 58.4 59.8 55.7 66.5 59.4 62.9 59.5 61.7 

NA NA NA NA 41.4 48.6 63.4 63.3 57.1 50.6 49.4 45.3 44.7 46.9 48.5 33.3 43.7 

31.3 37.7 36.7 32.9 29.8 30.1 32.3 35.2 38.7 39.3 38.8 38.1 37.9 38.2 40.4 37.2 39.6 
NA NA NA NA 31.2 32.5 35.7 38.0 36.7 40.6 36.9 36.1 36.8 37.0 37.4 38.1 39.0 

36.3 41.8 43.9 35.1 30.5 30.1 33.7 36.5 39.3 41.3 41.3 37.5 38.1 37.7 41.0 37.9 40.9 
NA NA NA NA 45.3 54.2 59.0 63.3 53.6 54.0 40.8 50.0 56.7 58.6 38.5 57.1 51.7 

37.8 38.1 33.3 30.2 22.1 21.7 24.8 28.1 29.6 28.0 24.3 24.9 32.2 34.7 86.9 43.6 55.1 

m m m m m m m m m m m m ~ ~ ~ ~ 5U 

54.5 55.6 55.6 50.0 54.5 54.5 54.5 50.0 50.0 61.5 50.0 54.5 58.3 54.5 53.8 61.5 55.6 

36.7 40.6 37.9 39.4 38.6 35.7 41.6 44.8 45.7 46.4 42.2 42.2 42.4 46.5 47.0 45.8 47.0 

~ m1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m m m m m 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 27.2 33.5 36.6 39.7 42.7 43.5 44.9 43.5 48.0 46.8 

35.7 39.5 37.9 38.1 32.2 30.9 34.4 40.1 45.1 50.4 50.8 50.0 52.9 62.6 50.0 NA NA 

36.7 40.7 40.4 40.9 36.4 38.2 41.6 46.6 47.6 50.6 60.0 60.0 61.4 62.2 49.2 60.0 45.2 
37.0 39.7 38.8 38.0 28.9 24.2 28.3 36.4 46.5 54.2 58.2 59.6 62.5 60.6 51.9 69.6 61.5 

37.6 38.7 40.0 41.8 41.1 42.8 46.6 60.0 48.1 60.8 48.7 46.8 49.6 48.9 60.0 61.4 50.0 

U U U U U U M U U tl U U W U M U ~ 

16.0 16.7 16.2 17.9 19.6 21.4 20.8 19.1 18.6 18.6 15.9 17.0 17.1 18.2 10.5 18.2 17.4 

Bpercentage of regular smokers (ever) who did not smoke at all in the last thirty days. 



TABLE 17 

Trends in Noncontinuation Rates AmODg Twelfth Graders Who 
Used Drug Ten or More Times in Lifetime 

Percent who did not use in last twelve months 

Class Clas8 Class Class Class Class Class Class Clus Class ClUB Clas8 Class Class ClaRS Claso Class 
of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of 
~WfilmmamaJ.mm.lmll.~m.a.lmlil9B.Q.ll!86..lIDU.lllBB.~.m!llm 

MarijuanalHashish 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.7 4.6 5.4 7.2 7.6 8.3 8.8 7.8 7.9 9.2 9.9 10.6 12.3 10.5 

Inhalants NA 48.9 42.6 34.6 23.8 25.2 23.8 2.7.2 23.1 2.3.4 25.8 15.3 2.1.1 21.5 25.9 24.0 23.7 

Nitrites· 

HallucinogeIlll 10.8 16.1 15.2 10.8 8.1 8.4 7.7 7.5 13.0 14.1 12.2 11.1 11.9 16.6 21.8 16.5 17.4 

LSD 15.2 17.3 18.0 12.2 7.4 6.4 7.1 7.5 15.3 12.1 12.6 12.2 11.5 16.0 21.2 16.0 18.5 
pcp 

Cocaine 7.7 8.2 6.2 3.8 3.1 3.1 3.1 2.9 6.2 3.1 2.5 3.5 7.6 11.4- 11.3 19.6 25.3 

to ·Crackw •• NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 13.4 2.1 6.2 26.2 31.1 en 
Heroin· 

Other Opiates 9.6 11.6 9.7 9.9 8.7 10.8 10.1 13.5 16.4 15.4 12.2 13.8 15.6 19.3 15.2 15.9 16.1 

Stimulants 8.0 9.8 7.S 7.4 6.1 4.1 4.4 S.4 7.5 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Adjusted NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 8.4- 10.7 12.1 17.5 17.6 17.5 15.0 17.4 18.1 17.2 

Sedatives 13.6 lS.2 12.4 12.8 B.6 10.5 7.6 8.6 16.4 20.8 23.6 19.7 23.1 25.2 11.3 NA NA 

Barbiturates 13.4 16.5 12.9 13.5 11.2 11.7 8.9 12.6 17.7 22.8 20.6 19.7 20.7 23.4- 18.0 19.8 19.7 
Methaqualone 13.5 15.9 11.9 13.1 6.1 6.0 4.9 B.O 16.3 23.3 26.7 24.9 32.2 29.8 18.6 ••• ••• 

Tranquilizers 12.0 13.0 11.1 14.4 14.1 14.3 16.3 16.0 14.8 18.8 19.2 15.0 17.1 15.8 11.7 19.3 13.1 

Alcohol 0.6 O.S 0.5 0.9 0.1 0.8 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.5 1.9 1.9 

·The cell entries in these rows were omitted because they were based on fewer than 50 seniors who used ten or more times. All other cells 
contain more than 50 cases. 

··Based on 85 cases in 1987, 54 cases in 1988, and 56 cases in 1989. Crack was included in all aix questionnaire forms in 1990 and 1991. 

···Based on too few cases in 1990 and 1991, because this question was asked in only one of the six questionnaire forms. 



• Tranquilizer users showed a steady, gradual increase in noncon~ 
tinuation between J 975 and 1982, as the rate rose from 38% to 
50%. Since 1982 there has not been any further systematic 
change, however. 

• Table 17 provides noncontinuation rates for seniors who were more 
established users-that is, for those who report having used the 
drug ten or more times in their life. It shows that noncontinuation 
is far less likely among such heavier users than among all users of 
a given drug. Further, while the trends in noncontinuation men~ 
tioned above for marijuana, cocaine, stimulants, barbiturates, 
methaqualone, and tranquilizers are all similar to trends 
observed in the noncontinuation rates for heavier users of those 
same drugs, the percentage fluctuations tend to be considerably 
smaller among the heavier users. 

• Note that noncontinuation rates for experienced users of inhalants 
actually dropped in the late 70's, probably as a result of the 
nitrites-which are used at older ages than most of the other 
inhalants-coming onto the scene. 

• Note also the sharp rise in the late 80's in the noncontinuatiol1 
rates for cocaine and crack, even among the more experienced 
users. 

COMP ARISONS AMONG SUBGROUPS IN TRENDS IN PREVALENCE 

Sex Differences in Trends 

• Most of the sex differences mentioned earlier for individual classes 
of drugs have remained relatively unchanged over the past fifteen 
years-that is, any trends in overall use have been fairly parallel 
for both males and females. There are, however, some exc.eptions 
(tabular data not shown). 

• The absolute differences between the sexes in marijuana use nar~ 
rowed somewhat during the eighties from what they were in the 
seventies, although both sexes have seen a similar decline in use 
since about 1981. 

• After 1977, the small sex difference involving tranquilizer use 
(males this age had used them less frequently than females) vir~ 
tually disappeared. 

• The sex differences in cocaine use were greatest in the peak years 
of use (1979-1986) and have diminished considerably during the 
decline phase. Although the differences have lessened, males still 
use more frequently than females. Both sexes showed a decline in 
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crack use since 1986, the first year for which data are available. 
Males continue to have higher rates and the difference has not nar
rowed. 

• Regarding stimulant use, a sex difference emerged in 1981 and 
1982 using the original version of the question; but the revised 
question introduced in 1982 showed no sex difference, suggesting 
that overQthe-counter diet pills accounted for higher use among 
females in those two years. Since 1982 females have shown 
slightly higher or equivalent rates of use of stimulant use due to 
their more frequent use of amphetamines for the purpose of weight 
loss. Both sexes have shown declines in use of stimulants since 
1984. 

• Sex differences in the use of opiates other than heroin have narM 

rowed in recent years. 

• While in the mid-70's females reported higher rates of tran
quilizer use than males, the sexes have had nearly identical rates 
since 1978. 

• An examination of the trends in the proportion of each sex using 
any illicit drug in the prior year (see Figure 12) shows that use 
among males rose between 1975 and 1978, and then declined 
steadily (from 59% in 1978 to 32% in 1991). Use among females 
peaked later (in 1981), increasing from 41% in 1975 to 51% in 
1981 and then dropping through 1991 to 26%. However, if 
amphetamine use is deleted frOIr. the statistics, female use peaked 
earlier (in 1979) and then declined as well. Note th~t the earlier 
declines for both males and females were attributable largely to the 
declining marijuana use rates; the later drops were due to 
decreases in use of the other illicit drugs (primarily cocaine), in 
addition t{) mar~juana. 

• Regarding the apparent parity between the sexes in the levels and 
trends in the prevalence of use of illicit drugs other than 
marijuana, when amphetamine use is excluded from the calcula
tions, somewhat differential levels emerge for males vs. females 
(males are higher), although the trends tend to remain fairly paral
lel. (See Figure 12.) 

• The sex differences in alcohol use have narrowed slightly since 
1975. For example, the sex differences in annual prevalence have 
been nearly eliminated. The 30-day prevalence rates for males and 
females differed by 12.8% in 1975 (75.0% vs. 62.2%, respectively), 
but that difference was down to 9.4% by 1991 (58.4% vs. 49.0%). 
And, although there still remain substantial sex differences in 
daily use and occasions of heavy drinking, there has been some nar
rowing of the differences there, as well (Figure 11). For example, 
between 1975 and 1991 the proportion of mal'es admitting to 
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having five drinks in a row during the prior two weeks showed a' 
net decrease of 11% from (49% to 38%), whereas females decreased 
'by only 5% from 26% to 21%,16 

• On one of the six questionnaire forms used in the study, respond
ents are asked separately about their use of beer, wine, and hard 
liquor. The answers to these questions reveal that it is primarily a 
differential rate of beer consumption that accounts for the large Flex 
differences in occasions of heavy drinking: 37% of 1991 senior 
males report having five or more beers in a row during the prior 
two weeks vs, 20%'·')f the females. Males are only somewhat more 
likely than females to report having 5 or more drinks of hard liq
uor (20% for males vs. 14% for females) and only slightly more 
likely to drink wine that heavily (7% for males and 5% for 
females). This pattern-a large sex difference in heavy use of beer, 
a smaller difference in heavy use of hard liquor, and very little difu 
ference in heavy use of wine-has been present throughout the 
study, with little systematic change over time. More recently ques
tions on wine coolers were added; and here we find 10% of both 
males and females drinking five or more in a row in the past two 
weeks. 

• In 1977 we observed that, for the first. time, females caught up to 
males at the half-a-pack per day level of cigarette smoking 
(Figure 10 given earlier). Then, between 1977 and 1981, both 
sexes showed a decline in the prevalence of such smoking; but use 
among males dropped slightly more, resulting in a modest r2versal 
of the sex differences. Since 1988 there has been practically no dif
ference in smoking rates. An examination of Figure 10 shows that 
in 1991 slightly more males smoke at the half-a-pack per day level 
and that any daily smoking is as ·common among males (19%) as 
females (18%). 

Trend Differences Related to College Plans 

• Both college-bound and noncollege-bound students have been show
ing fairly parallel t.rends in overall illicit drug use over the last 
several yeb.rs (see Figure 13).17 

• Changes in use of the specific drug classes have also been 
generally quite parallel for the two groups since 1976, with only 
minor exceptions. (Data not shown.) Between 1983 and 1986 
annual cocaine use increased very little among the college-bound, 

16It is worth noting that the same number of drinks produces substantially gre'lter impact on the 
blood alcohol level of the average female than the average male, because of sex differences in the 
metabolism of alcohol and body weight. Thus, sex differences in frequency of actually getting drunk may 
not be as great as the binge drinking statistics would indicate, since they arc based on a fixed number of 
drinks. 

17Because of excessive missing data in 1975 on the variable measuring college plans, group com
parisons are not presented for that yea.r. 
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FIGURE 12 

Trends in Seniors1 Annual Prevalence of an Illicit Drug Use Index 
by Sex 
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FIGURE 13 

Trends in Seniors' Annual Prevalence of an Illicit Drug Use Index 
by College Plans 
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but rose by about one~quarter among the noncollege-bound, per
haps due to the greater popularity of crack among the noncollege
bound. Since 1986 both groups have shown large declines in use, 
and some convergence in their rates of use. 

• In fact, as the overall prevalence of a number of drugs has fallen 
there has been some convergence of usage rates between the college 
bound and noncollege-bound, due to a greater drop among the lat
ter group. This has been true for tranquilizers, sedatives, meth
aqualone, nitrite inhalants, hallucinogens, LSD, and opiates 
other than heroin. 

Regional Differences in Trends 

o In all four regions of the country proportions of seniors using any 
illicit drug during the year reached their peaks in 1978 or 1979 
(Figure 14), and generally have been falling since then. 

• As noted earlier, a major factor in the rise of illicit drug use 
other than marijuana had been an increase in reported 
amphetamine use. The rise in amphetamine use appeared in all 
four regions; however, the rise in lifetime prevalence from 1978 to 
1981 was only 6% in the South, whereas in the other regions the 
percentages all had risen between 9% and 12%. In essence, the 
South has been least affected by both the rise and the fall in 
reported am.phetamine use. 

• Over the longer term, cocaine use has shown very different trends 
in the four regions of the country leading to the emergence of mle of 
the largest regional differences observed for any of the drugs (see 
Figure 15 for differences in lifetime prevalence trends). In the mid
seventies, there was relatively little regional variation in cocaine 
use. As the nation's cocaine epidemic grew in the late seventies, 
large regional differences emerged, so that by 1981 annual use had 
roughly tripled in the West and Northeast, nearly doubled in the 
North Central, and increased "only" by about 30% in the South, 
After 1981, this pattern of large regional differences-with the 
annual prevalence being higher in the West and Northeast than in 
the South and North Central-has remained for about six years. 
However, a sharp decline in the Northeast since 1985, and in the 
West since 1987, reduced these regional differences very substan
tially. 

• Since the peak years of usage (1986 and 1987) crack use dropped 
in all four regions but by far the most in the West and the North
east, which started out considerably higher than the other regions. 
There is very little regional difference remaining today. 

• Between 1975 and 1981, sizeable regional differences in hal
lucinogen use emerged, as use in the South dropped appreciably. 
In 1981, both the North Central and the West had annual rates 
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FIGURE 14 
Trends in Seniors' Annual Prevalence of an Illicit Drug Use Index 

by Region of the Country 
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FIGURE 15 

Trends in Seniors' Lifetime Prevalence of Cocaine Use 
by Region of the COWltry 
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that were about two and one-half times higher than the South 
(10.3%, 10.4%, and 4.1%, respectively), and the Northeast was 
three times as high (12.9%). After 1981, hallucinogen use dropped 
appreciably in all regions except the South, practically eliminating 
previous regional differences. 

• Between 1979 and 1982, PCP use dropped precipitously in all 
regions, though the drop was greatest in the Northeast which in 
1979 had a usage rate roughly double that of all the other regions. 
In general, PCP use has remained low (and without much regional 
difference) . 

• All four regions have shown a decline in current alcohol use and 
in occasions of binge drinking since the early 80's. 

Trend Differences Related to Popula.tion Density 

• There was a peaking in 1979 in the proportions using any illicit 
drug in all three levels of community size (Figure 16). Although 
the smaller metropolitan areas and the nonmetropolitan areas 
never caught up completely with their larger counterparts, they did 
narrow the gap some between 1975 and 1979. Most of that nar
rowing was due to changing levels of marijuana use, and most of it 
occurred prior to 1978. 

Since 1979, there had been a fairly steady decrease in all three 
community size strata-until 1985} when the metropolitan areas 
remained level and the nonmetropolitan areas showed a slight rise. 
Since then the declines have continued and, in fact, been .sharpest 
in the large cities, which in 1991 actually showed lower prevalence 
rates than the smaller cities. 

• The overall proportion involved in illicit drugs other than 
marijuana also has peaked in communities of all sizes in 1981 or 
1982. Up to 1981, the proportions reporting the use of some illicit 
drug other than marijuana in the last 12 months had been increas
ing continuously (over a four-year period in the very large cities, 
and over a three-year period in the smaller metropolitan and non
metropolitan areas). Almost all of this increase is attributable to 
the rise in reported amphetamine use (which likely is artifactual in 
part). Since 1983 there has been a fair-sized decline in all three 
groups in the use of illicit drugs other than :p1arijuana-again 
largely attributable to changes in amphetamine use and later to 
changes in cocaine use. Again, in recent years the large 
metropolitan areas have shown lower rates than the other two 
strata-a reversal of earlier differences. 
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• For a number of the individual classes of drugs, there has emerged 
a narrowing of previous differences as they have been in a decline 
phase, much as there was an emergence of those differences during 
their incline phases. Figure 17 shows the trends for annual preva
lence of alcohol, marijuana, and cocaine. 

• The increase in cocaine use between 1976 and 1979, although 
dramatic at all levels of urbanicity, was clearly greatest in the 
large cities. Between 1980 and 1984, use was fairly stable in all 
groupings, and in 1985 they all showed a rise in annual preva
lence, in 1986 they all stabilized again, and in 1987, began a 
decline that continues today. However, just as the earlier rise had 
been greatest in the large cities, so was the decline (see Figure 17). 
There are virtually no differences by urbanicity today in cocaine 
use among seniors. 

• Crack, measured for the first time in 1986 (annual prevalence) or 
1987 (lifetime prevalence), has shown the largest declines in the 
Idrge cities. For example, lifetime prevalence in the large cities is 
down by 4.0% (from 6.6% in 1987 to 2.6% in 1991); in the smaller 
metropolitan areas, the decline is 1.5% (from 5.3% to 3.8%), and in 
the nonmetropolitan areas, the decline is 2.1% (from 4.6% to 2.5%). 

• There is evidence of a decline in current alcohol use in the large 
cities in recent years-one which has narrowed the differences con
siderably, For example, 30-day prevalence in the large cities is 
down by 25 percentage points, from 78% in 1980 to 53% in 1991; 
during the same interval, the smaller metropolitan areas decreased 
14 points (from 71% to 56%), and the nonmetropolitan areas 
dropped by 17 points (from 69% to 52%). 

• Differences in LSD use related to community size were nearly 
eliminated by the mid-80's due to a greater amount of decrease in 
the large cities and other cities than in the nonmetropolitan areas, 
which started out lower. But, since 1986 differences have emerged 
again-this time with the smaller cities showing some increase in 
use which gives them the highest rate of LSD use. Until 1981, the 
large cities consistently had the highest rate of use. 

• In the late 70's PCP use was correlated with community size, but 
since 1981, there has been no consistent relationship. 

• Marijuana use also has shown a convergence among the three 
urbanicity groups by 1989 (Figure 17). Use has consistently been 
positively correlated with community size, with the differences 
being greatest in one of the peak years of usage, 1978. Since then 
both the absolute and proportional differences have been diminish
ing and the more urban areas have exhibited a greater decline. 
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FIGURE 16a 

Trends in Seniors' Annual Prevalence of an Illicit Drug Use Index 
by Population Density 
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FIGURE 16b 

Trends in Seniors' Annual Prevalence of 
Alcohol, Marijuana, and Cocaine Use 

by Population Density 
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FIGURE 17a 

Trends in Seniors' Annual Prevalence of 
Marijuana and Cocaine Use 

by Race/Ethnicity 
(Two-year moving average"') 
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FIGURE 17b 

Trends in Seniors' Prevalence of 
5 or More Drinks in the Past 2 Weeks and Daily Use of Cigarettes 

by Race/Ethnicity 
(Two-year moving average·) 
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• In the last half of the seventies, the use of opiates other than. 
heroin was consistently highest in the large metropolitan areas 
and lowest in the nonmetropolitan areas. However, in recent years, 
there has been no consistent difference among these groups. 

• ffhe remaining drugs show little systematic variation in tr~nds 
related to population density. 

Racial/Ethnic Differences in Trends Among Seniors 

While the three major racial/ethnic groups examined here-whites, blacks, and 
Hispanics-have quite different levels of use of some drugs, it appears that their use has 
trended in similar ways.18 Data have been examined for these three groups using two
year moving averages in annual prevalence in order to provide smoother and more reli
able trend lines. They are derived from seniors, of course, since no trend data yet exist 
for lower grade levels. 

• Figure 17 a shows the trends in annual mariJuana use for the 
three groups, and illustrates that they have generally moved in 
parallel-particularly during the long decline phase. 

• Figure 17a shows the trends for annual cocaine use. It shows 
quite clearly that, among high school seniors at least, the rise in 
cocaine use occurred much more sharply among whites and 
Hispanics than among blacks. Also the decline among blacke:: 
appears to have begun earlier; but of perhaps greatest importance-, 
all three groups have participated in the sustained decline since 
.1986 in the use of cocaine. 

• The rise in reported inhalant use (unadjusted for the underreport
ing of nitrites) occurred about equally in whites and Hispanics from 
1975-1985, whereupon whites kept rising and Hispanics leveled. 
By way of contrast, blacks started out with half the annual preva
lence rate of the other two groups and did not show any increase 
over the next fifteen years, leaving their more recent usage rates at 
nearly a third that of whites. 

• Most of the decline in the use of stimulants, which began in 1982, 
occurred among whites-primarily because Hispanics started out in 
1982 at considerably lower levels and blacks at much lower levels. 
This decline has reduced the diffel'ences among these three groups. 

• There has been a convergence among these three racial/ethnic 
groups in their use of sedatives, barbiturates, methaqualone, 
and tranquilizers as use of all of these drugs has declined. In 

18 A recent article looking at a larger set of ethnic groups u~ed groupings of respondents from 
adjacent 5·year intervals to get more reliable estimates of trends. See Bachman, J.G., Wallace, J.M. Jr., 
O'Malley, P.M., Johnston, L.D., Kurth, C.L., & Neighbors, H.W. (1991). Racial/ethnic differences in smok
ing, drinking, and illicit drug use among American high school seniors, 1976-1989. American Journal of 
Public Health, 81, 372-377. 
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general, whites consistently have had the highest usage rates in 
senior year, and also the largest declines; blacks have had the 
lowest rates, and therefore the smallest absolute declines. 

• Most of the remaining illicit drug£: have shown parallel trends for 
all three groups. 

• Like most of the illicit drugs, ths current daily alcohol rates are 
lowest for blacks. They have hardly changed at all during the life 
of the study. Whites and Hispanics have daily usage rates now 
which are about equivalent. although whites had higher rates in 
the period 1977-1985. 

There are large racial/ethnic differences in binge drinking with 
blacks consistently having a rate below 20% (and now below 15%). 
In comparison, the rates for whites rose to a peak of around 45% in 
the early 80's before declining to under 40% E:l. decade later (Figure 
17b). Hispemics have been in the middle, and also have shown a 
gradual decline in use during the 80's. 

• Cigarette smoking shows differential trends that are quite inter
esting. All three groups had daily smoking rates that were not 
dramatically different in the late 1970's. All three groups showed 
declines between 1977 and 1981, with the declines somewhat 
stronger for blacks and Hispanics, leaving whites with the highest 
smoking ratles in 1981. Since then, blacks have shown a consistent 
and continuing decline, and now have a rate of smoking daily that 
is only about a quarter to a third what it is for whit.es, whose rate 
changed hardly at all between 1981 and 1991. The 1991 rate of 
daily smoldng for Hispanics is down only slightly since 1981; thus, 
Hispanics, who used to have slightly lower rates than blacks, now 
have somewhat higher rates. . 
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Chapter 6 

USE AT EARLIER GRADE LEVELS 

Knowing the age at which young people begin first use of the various drugs is impor
tant, especially because it provides a calendar for the planning of interventions in the 
school, the home, and the larger society. Any such intervention is likely to be con
siderably less effective in preventing drug use if it is administered after the ages of peak 
initiation. It also may he less effective if it substantially precedes this decision-making 
period. Not all drugs are begun at the same age; rather, a certain progression tends to 
occur, beginning with the drugs which are seen as least risky, deviant, or illegal, and 
progressi.ng toward those that are more so. 

Age of initiation has been ascertained from seniors by a set of questions which have 
been included in the study since its inception in 1975. The results have been used in 
this series of monographs to give a retrospective view of tre:!.ds in lifetime prevalence at 
earlier grade levels. Because of the long time period these trends span, we continue to 
include here the series of figures based on seniors' responses, even though we now 
measure drug usage rates directly from eighth and tenth graders. 

One would not necessarily expect today's eighth, tenth, and twelfth graders to all give 
the same retrospective prevalence rate for a drug (say by sixth grade), since there are a 
number of difference8 among them. These differences can be summarized as follows: 

(1) The lower grades still contain the eventual school dropouts, 
while twelfth grade does not. The lower grades al80 have lower 
absentee rates. 

(2) Each class cohort was in sixth grade in different years, so any 
secular trends in the use of a drug could contribute to differences 
in their reports of sixth grade experiences. 

(3) The 1991 eighth, tenth, and twelfth graders are in three dif
fF.::rexlt class cohorts, so any lasting cohort ,:Ufferences could con
tribute to a difference at any grade level, including sixth grade. 

There are also two types of method artifacts which coilld explain observed differences in 
the retrospective reports of use by eighth, tenth, and twelfth graders: 

(4) Recall may be distorted for older respondents. For example, it 
could be that the longer the time period over which recall must 
occur, the later the age at which the initial event will be remem
bered. 

(5) The definition of the eligible event may change as a respondent 
gets older. Thus, an older student may be less likely to include 
an occasion of taking a sip from someone's beer as an occasion of 
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alcohol use, or an older student may be more likely to exclude 
(appropriately) an overwthe-counter stimulant when reporting 
amphetamine use. While we attempt to ask the questions as 
clearly as possible, some of these drug definitions are fairly 
subtle, and may be more difficult for the younger students. 

INCIDENCE OF.USE BY GRADE LEVEL 

'fables 18a through 18c give the retrospective initiation rates as reported by eighth, 
tenth, and twelfth graders, respectively. Obviously, the older students have a longer 
time for which they can report initiation. 'fable 18d puts together the retrospective 
initiation rates from all three sets of respondents in order to facilitate a comparison of 
reported initiation rates by particular grades. 

• Eighth, tenth, and twelfth grade students all report very low usage 
rates (below 1%) by sixth grade for hallucinogens, LSD specifi
cally, cocaine, and heroin. Fewer than 2% reported any use of 
tranquilizers and fewer than 3% any use of stimulants. 
Marijuana was tried by no more than 4% of youngsters by sixth 
grade. These findings are consistent with what we have been 
reporting in the past based on the retrospective data from twelfth 
graders, and gives us much greater confidence in those retrospec
ti ve reports. 

• Of the illicit drugs, only inhalants show very large differences by 
age of reporting, While only 2.6% of the twelfth graders report 
having used inhalants by sixth grade, a much higher 11.5% of the 
eighth graders report such use by sixth grade. Although any of the 
explanations offered above might explain these differences, we 
believe that early inhalant use may be associated with dropping 
out, and that the use of types of inhalants generally used at 
younger ages (glues, aerosols, butane) may actually be on the rise. 

• Alcohol use by sixth grade is retrospectively reported by 38% of the 
1991 eighth graders, but by only 12% of the 1991 twelfth graders. 
Several factors probably contribute to the difference. One is a 
secular trend in which initiation of alcohol use appears to be occur
ring earlier (see Figure 18r). Another is related to the issue of 
what is meant by "first use." The questions for all grades refer 
specifically to the first use of "an alcoholic beverage-more than 
just a few sips," but it is likely that the older students (12th grade) 
are more inclined to report only use that is not adult-approved, and 
not to count ha.ving two or three sips with parents or for religious 
purposes. Certai.nly, many more of the twelfth graders will have 
had a full drink or more. Younger students (8th grade) are less 
likely to have had a full drink or more, and may be more likely to 
report "first use" of a limited amount. Generally speaking, younger 
students tend to respond to questions in a more literal fashion, and 
this too may help account for the much higher proportion reporting 
use at an early age. Thus, the eighth grade data probably exag-
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TABLEl8a 

Incidence of Use for Various Types of Drugs, by Grade 
Eighth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percentages) 

.~ 
~ ~ 

~ Iii 
8 ~ 

§ ~ 

~ .J(J .~ 0 c::- .& <S d7 ~ ·s .s- .,!!r :~ ....... l:::? ~ 
Grade in (if § ~ I e ;:j I- .8 ~ ll! ~ 

which drug 
.;§! itf ~ ~ :f .§ .g ;§ fl1 fl1 t§ if :f (j ~ J....f!T cl' .~ <¥ was first ~ -.-: 

...., 
'" (j 

used: 

4th 0.9 4.7 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 O.n 0.4 12.7 1.8 11.0 0.5 

5th 1.1 2.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.4 9.6 2.0 8.3 0.8 
,...... 
,...... 6th 2.1 4.2 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.2 1.5 0.8 16.1 5.2 10.9 1.7 
....:J 

7th 3.6 3.6 1.2 1.1 0.8 0.5 4.0 1.1 20.5 9.8 10.2 2.7 

8th 2.6 2.6 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.2 3.8 1.1 11.2 7.8 3.7 1.5 

Never 
used 89.8 82.4 96.8 97.3 97.7 98.8 89.5 96.2 29.9 73.3 56.0 92.8 

NOTE: All drugs Vlere asked about in both questioroaire forms except for the following: hallucinogens. lSD, heroin, stimulants, barbiturates, and tranquilizers 
which were in one form only. The approximate N for both forms was 17,500. 



TABLE18b 

Incidence orUse forVarioUB Types of Drugs, by Grade 
Tenth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percentages) 

~ 
.~ 

$ ~ Iii 
~ .ft! Qi2 

~ 

~ '" ·f 0 ~ .~ J7 J7 ~ ~ ~ I .~ :;; ~ 0- .~ ~ ~ 
Grade in "il ...... tti g e .§" <- if ~ ~ 

whi~h druge _ ~ .p ~ 
~ 

~ .g tlJ tlJ 

was first ~ -S- ~ (/j J.....~ 
'" & <f' & 

used: 

4th 0.9 2.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 O.S 8.0 1.6 9.0 0.2 

5th 0.6 1.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 4.5 1.2 6.5 0.5 

~ 6th 1.8 2.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.2 8.8 3.3 8.8 1.0 ~ 

ex> 
7th 3.4 2.8 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.1 2.1 0.8 15.7 7.3 10.5 2.2 

8th 5.7 3.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.4 3.2 1.9 20.1 12.0 9.3 3.1 

9th 6.7 2.7 2.7 2.5 1.6 0.4 3.8 1.6 19.6 15.9 8.4 3.7 

10th 4.2 1.3 1.2 1.1 0.7 0.3 2.9 0.9 7.1 8.'1 2.6 1.9 

Never 
used 76.6 84.3 93.9 94.4 95.9 98.8 86.8 94.2 16.2 50.0 44.9 87.4 

NOTE: All drugs were asked about in both questionnaire forms except for the following: hallucinogens, LSD, heroin, stimulants, barbiturates, and tranquilizers 
which were in one form only. The approximate N for both forms was 14,800. 
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TABLE 18c 

Incidence of Use for Various Types of Drugs! by Grade 
Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percentages) 

:1 .§ ~ ~ ~ .!J ~ t1 ~ ~ .!!! ~ \;:: 

'IJ ?- ~ ·at ~ :1 .,§ $ 
"" iii ~ ~ 

Q 
~ ~ ;g ;g ~ o OQ.$ Grade in $ {lj .~ ~ ~ .~ ~ 

.~ iii .~ ·S !... :::i .~ iii ~ R ~ /P 
which drug :~ ..!Ji ~ ~ 8- cfG~·§ fJ ~ §' 8 ~ iii iii 

wns first $' .R E: ii1 g ~ ~ r/i c{! ~ ~ ~ ~ aCb o-r:ii 
used: ~ ~ ~ ~ (( 

6th 2.6 2.6 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.7 0.2 0.1 0.2 11.5 3.5 19.6 1.S 

7-Sth 9.2 5.7 0.5 1.5 1.3 0.8 1.1 0.2 1.3 3.6 1.7 0.3 1.6 2u.3 16.5 20.S 5.S 

9th 8.3 3.2 0.4 1.6 1.4 0.7 1.7 0.2 1.3 3.6 1.2 0.3 1.4 21.6 17.0 10.1 5.1 

10th 7.S 2.8 0.3 2.4 2.2 0.9 2.2 0.2 1.6 3.6 1.5 0.2 1.2 14.1 13.S 6.5 4.0 

11th 5.3 2.3 0.3 2.3 2.2 0.4 1.8 0.1 1.6 2.4 1.0 0.2 1.6 9.8 10.0 4.0 3.4 

12th 3.5 0.9 0.1 1.5 1.4 0.1 O.S 0.1 0.5 1.4 0.5 0.1 1.2 4.2 4.5 2.2 1.1 

Never 
used 63.3 82.4 98.4 90.4 91.2 91.1 92.2 99.1 93.! 84.6 93.8 9S.7 92.8 12.0 34.6 36.9 78.3 

NOTE: Percents are based on three of the six forms (N = Rpproximately 6900) except for cocaine which is based on follt of the six 
forms (N = approximately 9200), inhalants which is based on two of the six forms (N=npproximately 4(00), and PCP and nitrites 
which are based on one of the six forms (N = approximately 2300). 

aUnadjusted for known underreporting of certain d~ugs. See text ror details. 

bBa~~ed on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriat.e reporting of non-presc.ription stilJllli:lIltS. 



TABLE 18d 

Incidence of Use for Various Types of Drugs: AComparisonof 
Responses from Eig~th, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percen~) 
.§ 

f G 
~ {! 

..f:? $ '\;::: 
~ d1 '" ~ .f:} .~ Ill> c: .~ Q ~ I .S' ..Jl1 § ()- ~ 

Grade iJ. ~ .§ ,§' § e .;:) <: if ~ ~ 
level or ~ ?6 ~ § .:f .§ ~ -Q J J respondents: $ ~ ~ ~ ~ "t" ~ 

Percent who used by end or6th grade 

8th 4.1 11.5 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.4 2.7 1.6 38.4- 9.0 30.2 3.0 
I-l 
~ 10th 3.3 6.0 0.4- 0.4- 0.3 0.0 1.3 0.7 21.3 6.1 24.3 1.7 0 

12th 2.6 2.6 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.7 0.2 1l.5 3.5 19.6 1.8 

Percent who used by end of 8th grade 

8th 10.2 17.6 3.2 2.7 2.3 1.2 10.5 3.8 70.1 26.7 44.0 7.2 

10th 12.4 11.8 2.1 1.9 1.8 0.5 6.6 3.4- 67.1 25.4 44.1 7.0 

12th 11.8 8.3 1.9 1.5 1.3 0.2 4.3 1.8 37.8 20.0 40.4 7.6 

Percent who used by end of 10th grade 

10th 23.4 15.7 6.1 5.6 4.1 1.2 13.2 5.8 83.8 50.0 55.1 12.6 

12th 27.9 14-.3 5.9 5.1 5.2 0.6 11.5 4-.4- 74.1 50.8 57.0 16.7 



gerate considerably the phenomenon of having more than a few 
sips, whereas the twelfth grade data do not. Note that as we ask 
about lifetime alcohol use by the upper grade levels, the data from 
the three groups of respondents converge. 

• A fair number from all three grade levels indicate having gotten 
drunk by sixth grade (between 4% and 9%), and much of the dif
ference may be attributable to the differential inclusion of eventual 
dropouts. 

• Even larger proportions indicate havin.g had their first cigarette 
by sixth grade (from 20% to 30%). Again, because educational 
attainment is highly correlated with smoking, the differential 
inclusion of eventual dropouts could account for most of the dif
ference. 

• Clearly the legal drugs are the most likely to be initiated at an 
early age, with inhalants and marijuana likely to come next. 

• The peak ages for initiation of cigarette smoking appear to be in 
the sixth and seventh grade, but with a conEliderable amount occur
ring even earlier. 

• For alcohol, we are more inclined to rely on the data from seniors, 
which suggest that the peak ages of initiation are in seventh 
through ninth grade. The first occasion of drunkenness is most 
likely to occur in grades 7 through 10, which is also when the first 
marijuana use is most likely to occur. 

• Inhalant use tends to occur early, with peak initiation rates in 
grades 6 through 9. 

• The illicit drugs other than marijuana (or inhalants) do not 
reach peak initiation rates until the high school years (grades 10 
through 12), consistent with the progression model noted earlier. 

• For most illicit drugs, half to two-thirds of those who use by twelfth 
grade initiate use prior to grade 10; this is true for inhalants 
(65%), nitrites (63%), marijuana (55%), methaqualone (54%), 
PCP (52%), amphetamines (51%), and barbiturates (50%). One
third to less than a half of users of heroin (44%), opiates other 
than heroin (44%), tranquilizers (44%), cocaine (38%), and LSD 
(3390) initiated prior to grade 10. 
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TRENDS IN USE AT EARLIER GRADE LEVELS 

Using the retrospective data provided by members of each senior class concerning their 
grade at first use, it is possible to reconstruct lifetime prevalence trend curves for lower 
grade levels over earlier years. Obviously, data from school dropouts are not included in 
any of the curves. Figures 18a through 18r show the reconstructed lifetime prevalence 
curves for earlier grade levels for a number of drugs. 

• Figure 18a provides the trends at each grade level for lifetime use 
of any illicit drug. It shows that for all grade levels there was a 
continuous increase in illicit drug involvement through the seven
ties. The increase is fortunately quite small for use prior to 
seventh grade; only 1.1% of the class of 1975 reported having used 
an illicit drug in 6th grade or below (which was in 1969 for that 
class), but the figure has increased modestly, and for the graduat
ing class of 1991 is at 3.3% (which was in 1985 for that class). 
The lines for the other grade levels all show much steeper upward 
slopes. For example, about 52% of the class of 1982 had used some 
illicit drug by the end of grade 10, compared to 37% of the class of 
1975. It has fallen back to 33% for the class of 1991. 

• Beginning in 1980 there was a leveling off at the high school level 
(grades 10, 11, and 12) in the proportion becoming involved in 
illicit drugs. The leveling in the lower grades came about a year 
earlier. 

• Most of the increase in any illicit drug use was due to increasing 
proportions using marijuana. We know this from the results in 
Figure 18b showing trends for each grade level in the proportion 
having used any illicit drug other than marijuana in their 
lifetime. Compared to Figure 18d for marijuana use, these trend 
lines are relatively fiat throughout the seventies and, if anything, 
began to taper off among ninth and tenth graders between 1975 
and 1977. The biggest cause of the increases in these curves from 
1978 to 1981 was the rise in reports of amphetamine use. As noted 
earlier, we suspect that at least some of this rise is artifactual. If 
amphetamine use is removed from the calculations, even greater 
stability is shown in the proportion using illicits other than 
marijuana or amphetamines. (See Figure 18c.) 

• As can be seen in Figure l8d, for the years covered across the 
decade of the 70's, marijuana use had been rising steadily at all 
grade levels down through the seventh-eighth grades. Beginning in 
1980, lifetime prevalence for marijuana began to decline for grades 
9 through 12. Declines in grades 7 and 8 began a year later, in 
1981. 

There was also some small increase in marijuana use during the 
1970's at the elementary level (that is, prior to seventh grade). 
Use by sixth grade or lower rose gradually from 0.6% for the class 
of 1975 (who were sixth graders in 1968-69) to a peak of 4.3% in 
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the class of 1984 (who were sixth graders in 1977-78). Use began 
dropping thereafter and in 1991 is down to 2.6%. Results from the 
six recent national household surveys currently available from 
NIDA suggest that this relatively low level of use among this age 
group continues to hold true. 

• Cocaine use at earlier grade levels is given in Figure 18e. One 
clear contrast to the marijuana pattern is that more than half of 
initiation into cocaine use takes place in grades ten through twelve 
(rather than earlier, as is the case for mariju.ana). Further, most 
of the increase in cocaine experience between 1976 and 1980 
occurred in the 11th and 12th grades, not below. Mter 1980, 
experience with cocaine generally remained fairly level until after 
1986, when eleventh and twelfth graders began to show a sig
nificant decline. 

• The lifetime prevalence statistics for stimulants peaked briefly for 
grade levels 9 through 12 during the mid-70's. (See Figure 18f.) 
However, it showed a sharp rise in the late 70's at virtually all 
grade levels. As has been stated repeatedly, we believe that some
perhaps most-of this recent upturn is artifactual in the sense that 
nonprescription stimulants account for much of it. However, 
regardless of what accounts for it, there was a clear upward 
secular trend-that is, one observed across all cohorts and grade 
levels-beginning in 1979. The unadjusted data from the class of 
1983 give the first indication of a reversal of this trend. The 
adjusted data from the classes of 1982 through 1991 suggest that 
the use of stimulants leveled around 1982 and has fallen 
appreciably since in grades 9 through 12. There is less evidence of 
a decline in lifetime prevalence among 7th and 8th graders. 

• Lifetime prevalence of hallucinogen use (unadjusted for under
reporting of PCP) began declining among students at most grade 
levels in the mid-1970's (Figure 18g), and this gradual decline con
tinued through the mid-1980's, reaching low points at several 
grade levels for the class of 1986. Recent classes have shown some 
fluctuations, but the class of 1991 is very similar to the class of 
1986 in incidence rates for the various grade levels. Trend curves 
for LSD (Figure 18h) are similar in shape (though at lower rates, 
of course), except that recent classes have shown a very gradual 
increase in incidence rates. Incidence rates for psychedelics other 
than LSD (data not shown) have shown some decreases in 
incidence rates in recent classes, resulting in little net change 
between the classes of 1986 and 1991 in overall hallucinogen 
incidence rates. 

• While there is less trend data for PCP, since questions about grade 
of first use of PCP were not included until 1979, some interesting 
results emerge. A sharp downturn began around 1979 (see Figure 
18i), and use has declined in all grade levels since, though propor-
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tionately more in the upper grades. Thus, if the hallucinogen 
:figure (lSg) were adjusted for underreporting of PCP use, it would 
be showing even more downturn in recent years. 

• Questions about age at first use for inhalants (unadjusted for the 
nitrites) were introduced in 1978. The retrospective trend curves 
(Figure 18j) suggest that during the mid D 1970's, experience with 
inhalants decreased slightly for most grade levels and then began 
to rise. For the upper grade levels there was a continued gradual 
rise since 1980 in lifetime prevalence (at least through the class of 
1989), whereas the curves have been more uneven in the lower 
grades. However, the trend data on use by senior year (see Figure 
9b), which have been adjusted for the underreporting of nitrites, 
suggest that much of the rise in recent years is an artifact result
ing from the inappropriate exclusion of nitrite inhalants in earlier 
years. Still, these data very likely reflect a rise in the use of 
inhalants other than nitrites. 

• Since grade-at-:first-use data have been gathered for the nitrites 
beginning in 1979, only limited retrospective data exist (Figure 
18k). These do not show the recent increase observed for the over
all inhalant category. Instead they show a substantial decline. 
Because their use level has gotten so low, their omission by 
respondents from their reports of overall inhalant use has much 
less effect on the latter in recent years than it did when nitrite use 
was more common. 

• As the graphs for the two subclasses of sedatives-barbiturates and 
methaqualone-show, the trend lines have been quite different for 
them at earlier grade levels as well as in twelfth grade (see Figures 
181 and 18m). Since about 1974 or 1975, li.fetime prevalence of 
barbiturate use had fallen off sharply for the ~1.pper grade levels 
for all classes until the late 70's; the lower grades showed some 
increase in the late 70's (perhaps reflecting the advent of some 
Iflok-alike drugs) and in the mid-80's all grades resumed the 
decline. Most recently there is some leveling in the rates. 

During the mid-70's methaqualone use started to fall off at about 
the same time as barbiturate use in nearly all grade levels, but 
dropped rather little and then flattened. Between 1978 and 1981 
there was a fair resurgence in use in all grade levels; but since 
1982 there has been a sharp and continuing decline through near 
zero. 

• Lifetime prevalence of tranquilizer use (Figure 18n) also began to 
decline at all grade levels in the mid-70's. It is noteworthy that, 
like sedatives, the overall decline in tranquilizer use has been con
siderably greater in the upper grade levels than the lower ones. 
Overall, it would appear that the tranquilizer trend lines have been 
following a similar course to that of barbiturates. So far, the 
curves are different only in that tranquilizer use has continued a 

124 



steady decline among eleventh and twelfth graders since 1977 (at 
least through the class of 1990), while barbiturate use had its 
decline interrupted for awhile in the early 80's. 

• Though difficult to Bee in Figure 180, the heroin lifetime preva
lence figures for grades 9 through 12 all began declining in the 
mid-1970's, then leveled, and show no evidence of reversal as yet. 

• The lifetime prevalence of use of opiates other than heroin has 
remained relatively flat at all grade levels since the mid-70's, with 
the class of 1991 showing the first evidence of decline when they 
reached the upper grades (Figure 18p). 

• Figure 18q presents the lifetime prevalence curves for cigarette 
smoking on a daily basis. It shows that initiation to daily smok
ing was beginning to peak at the lower grade levels in the early to 
mid-1970's. This peaking did not become apparent among high 
school seniors until a few years later. In essence, these changes 
reflect in large part cohort effects-changes which show up consis
tently across the age band for certain class cohorts. Because of the 
highly addictive nature of nicotine, this is a type of drug-using 
behavior in which one would expect to observe enduring differences 
between cohorts if any are observed at a formative age. The classes 
of 1982 and 1983 showed some leveling of the previous decline, but 
the classes of 1984 through 1986 showed an encouraging resump
tion of the decline while they were in earlier grade levels. The data 
from the classe,s of 1987 and 1988 showed a pause in the decline, 
and the class of 1988 was just about even with the class of 1986. 
The classes of 1989, 1990, and 1991 have unfortunately shown a 
new rise in their lifetime prevalence of daily cigarette use at all 
grade levels. This rise is first discernible when these class cohorts 
were in eighth grade (between 1984 and 1987). 

• The curves for lifetime prevalence of alcohol at grades 11 and 12 
(Figure 18r) are very flat between the early 1970's and late 1980's, 
reflecting little change over more than a decade. More recent clas
ses (1989-1991) show slight declines. At the 7-10th grade levels, 
the curves show slight upward slopes in the early 1970's, indicat
ing that, compared to the earlier cohorts (prior to the class of 
1978), more recent classes initiated use at earlier ages. There was 
an even sharper upward trending in the mid-80's, particularly at 
the 7-8th grade level. Thus, while 27% of the class of 1975 first 
used alcohol in eighth grade or earlier, 38% in the class of 1991 
had done so. Females account for most of the change; 42% of 
females in the class of 1975 first used alcohol prior to tenth grade, 
compared to 55% in the class of 1991. 
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FIGURE 18a 

Use of Any DUcit Drug: Trends in Lifetime 
Prevalence for Eru-Uer Grade Levels 

Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 

Data Derived from 
the Graduating 
Class of: 

o 1975 
c 1976 
~ 1977 
¢ 1978 
o 1979 
<:> 1980 
GJ 1981 
.8 1982 
$ 1983 
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e 1985 
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A 1987 
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NOTE: The dotted lines connect percentages which result if non-prescription stimulants 
are excluded. 
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FIGURE ISb 

Use of Any Dlicit Drug Other Than 
Marijuana: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence 

for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 

Data Derived from 
the Graduating 
Class of: 

o 1975 
c 1976 
A 1977 
¢ 1978 
o 1979 
o 1980 
t:l 1981 
A 1982 
~ 1983 

<:> 1984 
e 1985 
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~ 
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12th grade • 1Jr-' 

11thgrade ~ .' .~~ "'® 12th 

~ 
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NOTE: The dotted lines connect percentages which result if nOll-prescription stimulants 
are excluded. 
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FIGURE l8c 

Use of Any Dlicit Drug Other Than Marijuana or Amphetamines: 
Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 

Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 

Data Derived from 
the Graduating 
Class of: 

o 1975 
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FIGURE 18d 

Marijuana: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 

Data Darlv/ad from 
tha Graduating 
Class of: 

o 1975 
c 1978 
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,FIGURE 18e 

Cocaine: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective ReportS from Seniors 
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FIGURE ISf 

Stimulants: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 

Data Derived from 
the Graduating 
Class of: 

o 1975 
C 1976 
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are excluded. 
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FIGURE 18g 

Hallucinogens: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 

Data Derived from 
the Graduating 
Class of: 
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FIGURE ISh 

LSD: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 
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FIGURE l8i 

PCP: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 
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FIGURE 18j 

Inhalants: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 

Data Derived from 
the Graduating 
Class of: 
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FIGURE 18k 

Nitrites: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 
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FIGURE 181 

Barbiturates: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 

Data Derived from 
the Graduating 
Class of: 
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FIGURE 18m 

Methaqualone: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 
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FIGURE 18n 

Tranquilizers: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 
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FIGURE 180 

Heroin: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 
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FIGURE l8p 

Other Opiates: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 
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FlQURE 18q 

Cigarette Smoking on a Daily Basis: Trends in Lifetime 
Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels 

Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 

Data Derived from 
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Class of: 

o 1975 o 1984 
o 1976 e 1985 
A 1977 8 1986 
<> 1978 .d\ 1987 
o 1979 ~ 198a 
@ 1980 e 1989 
In i981 ® '1990 
1b. 1982 181 1991 
~ 1983 

12th grad" 

10th grade 

9th grade 

o~ .. ~~~~ __ .... __ .............. ~. __ ~ .. . 
1969 '70 '71 '72 '73 '74 '75 '76 '77 '78 '79 '80 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 'ea 'S9 '90 '91 

142 



0 w 
~ 
0 
(5 
~ 
w 
0 
c:( 
a: 
(!) 

>-
CD 
0 
W 
U) 
~ 

0 
:r: 
~ 
~ 
Z w 
0 
a: w 
c.. 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

FIGURE 18r 

Alcohol~ Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Leve\s 
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors 
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Chapter 7 

DEGREE AND DURATION OF DRUG HIGHS 

While it is possible to ask questions about substances which are manufactured and sold 
legally (e.g., alcohol and cigarettes) in terms of standard quantity measures, most of the 
illicitly used drugs are not purchased in precisely defined (or known) quantities or 
purities. Therefore, in order to secure LTldirect measures of the dose or quantity of a 
drug consumed per occasion, and also to help characterize the typical drug-using event 
for each type of drug, we have asked respondents in one of the six questionnaire forms to 
indicate-for each drug that they report having used in the past tweb:e months-how 
high they usually get, and how long they usually stay high. The results from those 
questions are discussed in thin chapter, along with trends since 1975, in the degree and 
duration of the highs usually associated with each of the relevant drugs. 

DEGREE AND DURATION OF HIGHS AMONG SENIORS IN 1991 

• Figure 19 shows the proportion of 1991 seniors who say that they 
usually get "not at all" high, "a little" high, "moderately" high, or 
"very" high when they use a given type of drug. The percentages 
are based on all respondents who report use of the given drug class 
in the previous twelve months, and therefore each bar cumulates to 
100%. The ordering from left to right is based on the percentage of 
users of each drug who report that they usually get "very" high. 

• The drugs which usually result in intense highs are the hal
lucinogens (LSD and hallucinogens other than LSD) and heroin. 
(Actually, this question was omitted for heroin beginning in 1982, 
duo to small numbers of case::; available each year; but an averag
ing across earlier years indicated that it would rank very close to 
LSD.) 

• Following closely are marijuana and cocaine with nearly three
quarters of the users of each saying they usually get moderately 
high or very high when using the drug. Methaqualone and bar
biturates are no longer included in these item sets. (Methaqualone 
used to rank quite high on the question. about the intensity of the 
highs attained.) 

• Three of the major psychotherapeutic drug classes-opiates other 
than heroin, stimulants, and tranquilizers-are less often used 
to get high; but substantial proportions of users (from 18% for 
tranquilizers to 49% for oti~ar opiates) still say they usually get 
moderately or very high after taking these drugs. 

145 



90 

80 

70 
w 
~ 60 

ffi 50 o 
cr: 
w 40 
0. 

30 

20 

10 

o 

FIGURE 19 

Degree of Drug Highs Attained by Recent Users 
Class of 1991 

Not at all High 

A Little High 

Moderately High 

Very High 

NOTE: Data are based on answers from respondents reporting any use of the drug in the 
prior twelve months. Heroin 1s not included in this figure because these particular 
questions are not asked of the s~ number of heroin users. 
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FIGURE 20 

Duration of Drug Highs Attained by Recent Users 
Class of 1991 

Usually Don't Get High 

One to Two Hours 

Three to Six Hours 

Seven Hours or More 

NOTE: Data are based on answers from respondents reporting any use of the drug in the 
prior twelve months. Heroin i§ not included in this figure because these particular 
questions are not asked of the small number of heroin users. 
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• Relatively few of the many seniors using alcohol say that they 
usually get very high when drinking, although nearly half usually 
get at least moderately high. However, for a given i.ndividual we 
would expect more variability from occasion to occasion in the 
degree of intoxication achieved with alcohol than with most of the 
other drugs. Therefore, many drinkers surely get very high at least 
sometimes, even if that is not "usually'l the case, which is what the 
question asks. 

• Figure 20 presents the data on the duration of the highs usually 
obtained by users of each class of drugs. The drugs are arranged in 
the same order as for intensity of highs to permit an examination 
of the amount of correspondence between the degree and duration 
of highs. 

• As can be seen in Figure 20, those drugs which result in the most 
intense highs generally tend to result in the longest highs. For 
example, LSD and hallucinogens other than LSD rank one and 
two respectively on both dimensions, with substantial proportions 
(76% and 54%) of the users of these drugs saying they usually stay 
high for seven hours or more. 

• However, there is not a perfect correspondence between degree and 
duration of highs. Although the highs obtained with marijuana 
tend to be relatively short-lived in comparison with many other 
drugs, about one-third (34%) report usually staying high three to 
six hours, and another 8% stay high for seven hours or more. The 
majority of users usually stay high two hours or less, and the 
modal duration is one to two hours (49% of users). 

• For cocaine users, about one-third (34%) stay high one to two 
hours, and another third (32%) stay high three to six hours. One 
in eight users (12%) stays high seven or more hours. The remain
ing 22% say they usually don't get high. 

• The median duration of highs for users of opiates other than 
heroin, stimulants, and tranquilizers is one to two hours. 

• In sum, the drugs vary considerably in both the duration and 
degree of the highs usually obtained with them, though most have 
a median duration of one to two hours. (These data obviously do 
not address the qualitative differences in the experiences of being 
"high.") Sizeable proportions of the users of all of the3e drugs 
report that they usually get high for at least three hours per occa
sion, and for a number of drugs-particularly the hallucinogens
appreciable proportions usually stay high for seven hours or more. 
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TRENDS 1N DEGREE AND DURATION OF DRUG IDGHS 

• There have been several important shifts over the years in the 
degree or duration of highs usually experienced by users of the 
various drugs. 

• For cocaine, the degree of high obtained appears to have remained 
fairly constant over the past fifteen years. The duration of highs 
has also remained fairly constant in recent years, with no sys
tematic shifting evident. In the onset phase of the epidemic (1976-
1979), there had been a shortening of the average duration of 
highs; the proportion of users reporting highs of two hours or less 
rose from 30% to 49%. By 1991, 56% of users reported that their 
highs lasted two hours or less. 

• For opiates other than heroin, there was a fairly steady decline 
between 1975 and 1988 in both the intensity of the highs usually 
experienced and in the duration of those highs. In 1975, 39% said 
they usually got "very high" vs. 12% in 1991. The proportion 
usually staying high for seven or more hours dropped from 28% in 
1975 to 8% in 1988, where it remains in 1991. This shift has 
occurred, in part, due to a substantial increase in the proportion of 
users who say they do not take these drugs "to get high" (4% in 
1975 vs. ;)1% in 1991). Because the actual prevalence of opiate use 
has dropped only modestly, this would suggest that increasing use 
for self-medication has to som,e degree masked a decrease in 
recreational use. 

t 

• Stimulants showed a substantial decrease between 1975 and 1981 
in the proportion of recent users usually getting very high or 
moderately high (down from 60% in 1975 to 37% in 1981). Consis
tent with this, the proportion of users saying they simply "don't 
take them to get high" increased from 9% in 1975 to 20% by 1981. 
In addition, the average reported duration of stimulant highs was 
declining; 41% of the 1975 users said they usually stayed high 
seven or more hours vs. only 17% of the 1981 users. l9 In 1982 a 
revised version of the question about stimulant use was introduced 
into the form which also contained questions on the degree and 
dura tion of highs. Based on this revised form, there has been some 
continued drop in the duration and degree of highs obtained. 

These substantial decreases in both the degree and duration of 
highs strongly suggest that, over the life of the study, there has 
been some shift in the purpose for which stimulants are being used. 
An examination of data on self-reported reasons for use tends to 

19In 1982, the questionnaire form containing the questions on degree and duration of highs clarified 
the amphetamine questions to eliminate the inappropriate inclusion of nonprescription stimulants. One 
might have expected this change to have increased the degree and duration of highs reported, given that 
real amphetamines would be expected to have greater psychological impact on the average; but the trends 
still continued downward that year. 
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confirm this conclusion. In essence, between 1979 and 1984, there 
was a relative decline in the frequency with which recent users 
mention "social/recreational" reasons for use, and between 1976 
and 1984 there was an increase in mentions of use for instrumen
tal purposes. More recently, since 1984, the shifts have been 
slight, and tend not to be continuing the pre-1984 trends. 

With respect to the social/recreational shifts from 1979 to 1984, the 
percent of recent users citing "to feel good 01' get high" as a reason 
for stimulant use declined from 58% to 45%; in 1991 it was 39%. 
Similarly, "to have a good time with my friends" declined from 38% 
to 30% between 1979 and 1984; in 1991 the figure was again 30%. 
There were shifts toward more instrumental use between 1976 and 
1984; to lose weight increased by 15% (to 41%); to get more energy 
increased 13% (to 69%); to stay awake increased by 10% (to 62%) 
and to get through the day increased by 10% (to 32%). Since 1988, 
these instrumental objectives have been less often mentioned by 
users: to lose weight is mentioned by 38% in 1991; to get more 
energy by 62%; to stay awake by 57%; and to get through the day 
by 23%. However, the recreational motives have changed relatively 
little since 1984. 

Despite the relative decline seen earlier in recreational reasons for 
use of stimulants, it also appears that there was at least some 
increase in the absolute level of recreational use, though clearly 
not as steep an increase as the trends through 1981 in overall use 
might have suggested. The data on the number of seniors exposed 
to people using amphetamines "to get high or for kicks," which will 
be discussed further in Chapter 9, showed a definite increase 
between 1976 and 1981. There was no further increase in 
exposure to people using for those purposes in 1982, however, sug
gesting that recreational use, as well as overall use, had leveled off; 
since 1982 there has been a considerable decrease in such exposure 
(from 50% to 24% of all seniors), indicating a substantial drop in 
the total number of people using stimulants for recreational pur
poses . 

• The degree and duration of highs achieved by tranquilizer users 
also have been decreasing generally shwe about 1980 . 

• For marijuana there had been some general downward trending 
between 1978 and 1983 in the degree of the highs usually obtained. 
In 1978, 73% of users said they usually got "moderately high" or 
"very high" -a figure which dropped to 64% by 1983, and stands at 
71% in 1991. Some interesting changes also took place in the dura
tion figures between 1978 and 1983. Recall that most marijuana 
users say they usually stay high either one to two hours or three to 
six hours. Between 1975 and 1983 there was a steady decline in 
the proportion of users saying they stayed high three or more hours 
(from 52% in 1975 to 35% in 1983); the proportion stands at 42% 
in 1991. Until 1979, this shift could have been due almost entirely 
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to the fact that progressively more seniors were using marijuana; 
and. the users in later classes, who might not have been users if 
they were in earlier classes, probably tended to be relatively light 
users. (We deduce this from the fact that the percentage of all 
seniors reporting three to six hour highs remained relatively 
unchanged from 1975 to 1979, while the percentage of all seniors 
reporting only one to two hour highs increased steadily (from 16% 
in 1975 to 25% in 1979). 

After 1979, the overall prevalence rate did not continue to 
increase-it actually declined substantially-but the shift toward 
shorter average highs cr;.ntinued on through 1983. Thus we must 
attribute this shift to aJ'lother factor, and the one which seems 
most likely is a general shift (even among the most marijuana
prone segment) toward a h~ss frequent (or less intense) use of the 
drug. The drop in daily pr~walence since 1979, which certainly is 
disproportionate to the drop in overall prevalence, is consistent 
with this interpretation. Also consistent is the fact that the 
average number of "jointrs" smoked per day (among those who 
reported any use in the pdor month) has been dropping. In 1976, 
49% of the recent (past 30 d.ays) users of marijuana indicated that 
they averaged less than on~l "joint" per day in the prior 30 days, 
but by 1991 this proportion .lO.ad risen to 70%. In sum, not only are 
fewer high school students n.ow using marijuana, but those who are 
using seem to be using less frequently and to be taking smaller 
amounts (and doses of the active ingredient) per occasion. 

This is of particular interest in light of the evidence from other 
sources that the THe content of marijuana has risen dramatically 
since the late 1970's. The evidence here would suggest that users 
have titrated their intake to achieve a certain (perhaps declining) 
level of high, and thus are smoking less marijuana as measured by 
volume . 

• There are no clearly discernible patterns in the intensity or dura
tion of the highs being experienced with LSD or hallucinogens 
other than LSD. Data are not collected for highs experienced in 
the use of inhalants, the nitrites specifically, PCP specifically, or 
heroin . 

• The intensity and duration of highs associated with alcohol use 
have been generally stable throughout the study period. 
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Chapter 8 

ATTITUDES AND BELIEFS ABOUT DRUGS 

This section presents the cross-time results for three sets of attitude and belief ques
tions. One set concerns students' views about how harmful various kinds of drug use 
would be for the user, the second asks how much students personally disapprove of 
various kinds of drug use, and the third deals with seniors' attitudes on the legality of 
using various drugs under different conditions. The first two question sets are asked of 
students at all grade levels, while the questions on legalization are asked only of seniors. 
The next section covers the closely related topics of parents' and friends' attitudes about 
drugs, as students perceive them. 

As the data below show, overall percentages disapproving various drugs, and the per
centages believing their use to involve serious risk, both tend to parallel the percentages 
of actual users. Thus, for example, of the illicit drugs marijuana is the most frequently 
used and one of the least likely to be seen as risky to use. This and many other such 
parallels suggest that the individuals who use a drug are less likely to disapprove use of 
it or to view its use as involving risk. A series of individual-level analyses of these data 
confirms this conclusion: strong correlations exist between individual use of drugs and 
the various attitudes and beliefs about those drugs. Those seniors who use a given drug 
also are more likely to approve its use, see it as less dan.gerous, and report their own 
parents and friends as being at least somewhat more accepting of its use. 

The attitudes and beliefs about drug use reported below have been changing during 
recent years, along with actual behavior. In particular, views about marijuana use, and 
legal sanctions against use, have shown important trends. 

Beginning in 1979, scientists, policy makers, and in particular the electronic and 
printed media, gave considerable attention to the increasing levels of regular marijuana 
use among young people, and to the potential hazards associated with such use. As will 
be seen below, attitudes and beliefs about regular use of marijuana have shifted 
dramatically since 1979 in a more con.servative direction-a shift which coincides with a 
reversal in the previous rapid rise of daily use, and which very likely reflects the impact 
of this increased public attention. In 1987, a similar shift began to occur for cocaine and 
has continued since. 

PERCEIVED HARMFULNESS OF DRUGS 

Beliefs about Hannfulness Among Twelfth Graders 

• As Table 20 shows, a substantial majority of high school seniors 
perceive regular use of any of the illicit drugs as entailing "great 
risk" of harm for the user. About 90% of the sample feel this way 

153 



about regular use of crack, cocaine powder and heroin. The 
proportions attributing great risk to LSD, amphetamines, and 
barbiturates are 84%, 74%, and 71%, respectively. 

• Regular use of cigarettes (Le., one or more packs a day) is judged 
by about two-thirds of all seniors (69%) as entailing a great risk of 
harm for the user. 

• Regular use of marijuana is judged to involve great risk by 79% of 
the seniors, somewhat more than judge cigarette smoking to involve 
great risk, perhaps in part because marijuana can have dramatil! 
short-term impacts on mood, behavior, memory, etc., in addition to 
any long-term physiological iinpacts-points which have been 
stressed for years in the advertising campaign of the National 
Partnership for a Drug-Free America. 

• Regular use of alcohol was more explicitly defined in several ques
tions. One-third (33%) of seniors associate great risk of harm with 
having one or two drinks almost d.aily. Nearly half (49%) think 
there is great risk involved in having five or more drinks once or 
twice each weekend. Over two-thirds (70%) think the user takes a 
great risk in consuming four or five drinks nearly every day, but 
this means that more than a quarter of the students do not view 
even this pattern of regular heavy drinking as entailing great risk. 

• Compared with the above perceptions about the risks of regular use 
of each drug, many fewer respondents feel that a person runs a 
"great risk" of harm by simply trying the drug once or twice. 

• Occasional use of marijuana is seen as risky by 41%, but rela
tively few seniors think there is much risk in using marijuana 
experimentally (27%). 

• Experimental use of the other illicit drugs, however, is still viewed 
as risky by substantial proportions. The percentages associating 
great risk with experimental use rank order as follows: 61% for 
crack, 55% for heroin, 54% for cocaine powder, 52% for PCP, 
47% for LSD, 36% for amphetamines, 35% for barbiturates, and 
only 27% for marijuana. 

• The use of powdered cocaine is seen as less dangerous than the 
use of crack cocaine at experimental and occasional levels of use, 
but as engendering about the same level of perceived risk at the 
regular use level. 

• Very few seniors (9%) believe there is much risk involved in trying 
an alcoholic beverage once or twice. 

154 



TABLE 19 

Barmfulness of Drugs as Perceived by Eighth, 
Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

Percentage saying "great risk"a 

Q. How much do you think people 
risk harming themselves 
(physically or in other 
ways), if they . .. 8th Grade 10th Grad~ 12th Grade 

Try marijuana once or twice 40.4 30.0 27.1 
Smoke marijuana occasionally 57.9 48.6 40.6 
Smoke marijuana regularly 83.8 82.1 78.6 

Try "crack" once or twice 62.8 70.4 60.6 
Take "crack" occasionally 82.2 87.4 76.5 

Try cocaine powder once or twice 55.5 59.1 53.6 
Take cocaine powder occasionally 77.0 82.2 69.8 

Try inhalants once or twice 35.9 37.8 NA 
Take inhalants regularly 65.6 69.8 NA 

Try steroids 64.2 67.1 65.6 

Use smokeless tobacco regularly 35.1 40.3 NA 

Try one or two drinks of an 
alcoholic beverage (beer, 
wine, liquor) 11.0 9.0 9.1 

Take one or two drinks nearly 
every day 31.8 36.1 32.7 

Have five or more drinks once 
or twice each weekend 59.1 54.7 48.6 

Smoke one or more packs of 
cigarettes per day 51.6 60.3 69.4 

Approx. N = (17500) (14800) (2550) 

a Answer alternatives were: (1) No .risk, (2) Slight risk, (3) Moderate risk, (4) Great risk, 
(5) Can't say, drug unfamiliar. 
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Q. How much do you think people 
risk harming themselves 
(physically or in other 
ways), if they ••• 

Try marijuana once or twice 
Smoke marijuana occasionally 
Smoke marijuana regularly 

Try LSD once or twice 
Take LSD regularly 

Try PCP once or twice 

Try cocaine once or twice 
Take cocaine occasionally 
Take cocaine regularly 

Try -crack- once or twice 
Take -crack- occasionally 
Take -crack- regularly 

Try cocaine powder once or twice 
Take cocaine powder occasionally 
Take cocaine powder regularly 

Try heroin once or twice 
Take heroin oocasionally 
Take heroin regularly 

Try amphetamines once or twice 
Take amphetamines regularly 

Try barbiturates once or twice 
Take barbiturates regularly 

Try one or two drinks of an 
alcoholic beverage (beer, 
wine.1iquor) 

Take one or two drinks nearly 
everyday 

Take four or five drinks nearly 
everyday 

Have five or more drinks once 
or twice each weekend 

Smoke one or more packs of 
cigarettes per day 

Approx.N = 

TABLE 20 

Trends in Hannfulness of Drugs as Perceived by Twelfth Graders 

Percentage saying "great rlsk"a 

Class Class Class Clans Class Class Class Class Class Class Clus Class Class Class Class Class Class 
of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of ~~1 
mQ.W.2.w.z.lfrl.amalnao..lSBl~~~~.lrul6.llBZ.laaa~~.lW..~ 

15.1 
18.1 
43.3 

49.4 
81.4 

11.4 
15.0 
38.6 

45.7 
80.8 

9.5 
13.4 
36.4 

43.2 
79.1 

8.1 9.4 
12..4 13.5 
34.9 42.0 

42.7 41.6 
81.1 82.4 

10.0 
14.7 
50.4 

43.9 
83.0 

13.0 
19.1 
57.6 

45.5 
83.5 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

42.6 39.1 t~5.6 33.2 31.5 31.3 32.1 
NA NA NA NA :!A NA NA 

73.1 72.3 68.2 68.2 69.5 69.2 71.2 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

60.1 
75.6 
87.2 

35.4 
69.0 

58.9 55.8 
75.6 71.9 
88.6 86.1 

33.4 30.8 
67.3 66.6 

52.9 50.4 52.1 62.9 
71.4 70.9 70.9 72.2 
86.6 87.6 86.2 87.5 

29.9 29.7 29.7 26.4 
67.1 69.9 69.1 66.1 

11.5 
18.3 
60.4 

44.9 
83.5 

12.7 14.7 
20.6 22.6 
62.8 66.9 

44.7 45.4 
B3.2 83.8 

NA NA NA 

32.8 33.0 36.7 
NA NA NA 

73.0 74.3 78.8 

NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 

14.8 15.1 
24.5 25.0 
70.4 71.3 

43.5 42.0 
82.9 82.8 

1B.4 
30.4 
73.5 

44.9 
83.8 

NA NA 55.6 

34.0 33.5 47.9 
NA 54.2 66.8 

79.0 82.2 88.5 

NA NA 57.0 
NA NA 70.4 
NA NA 84.6 

NA NA 45.3 
NA NA 56.8 
NA NA 81.4 

51.1 
69.B 
86.0 

60.8 49.8 47.3 45.8 53.6 
71.B 70.7 69.8 68.2 74.6 
86.1 87.2 86.0 87.1 88.7 

25.3 
64.7 

24.7 25.4 25.2 25.1 29.1 
64.8 67.1 67.2 67.3 69.4 

19.0 
31.7 
77.0 

45.7 
84.2 

58.8 

51.2 
69.2 
89.2 

62.1 
73.2 
84.8 

51.7 
61.9 
82.9 

23.6 23.1 
36.6 36.9 
77.5 77.8 

46.0 44.7 
84.3 84.5 

56.6 

54.9 
UB 
90.2 

62.9 
75.3 
85.6 

53.8 
65.8 
83.9 

55.2 

59.4 
73.9 
91.1 

54.3 
80.4 
91.6 

53.9 
7Ll 
90.2 

64.0 63.8 55.4 
73.8 75.5 76.6 
88.8 89.5 90.2 

29.6 32.8 32.2 
69.8 71.2 71.2 

27.1 +4.088 
40.6 +3.7s 
78.6 +0.8 

46.6 +1.9 
84.3 -0.2 

51.1 -3.5 

59.4 0.0 
75.5 +1.6 
90.4 -0.7 

60.6 -3.7s 
76.5 -3.988 
90.1 -1.5 

li3.6 -0.3 
6J.8 -1.3 
88.S -1.3 

55.2 -0.2 
74.9 -1.7 
89.6 -0.6 

36.3 +4.18 
74.1 +2.9 

34.8 32.5 31.2 31.3 30.7 30.9 28.4 27.5 27.0 27.4 26.1 25.4 30.9 29.7 32.2 32.4 36.1 +2.7 
69.1 67.7 68.6 68.4 71.6 72.2 69.9 67.6 67.7 68.5 68.3 67.2 69.4 69.6 70.5 70.2 70.6 +0.3 

5.3 4.8 4.1 3.4 4.1 3.8 4.6 3.5 4.2 4.6 5.0 4.6 6.2 6.0 6.0 8.3 9.1 +0.8 

21.5 21.2 18.5 19.6 22.6 20.3 21.6 21.6 21.6 23.0 24.4 25.1 26.2 27.3 28.5 31.3 32.7 +1.4 

63.5 61.0 62.9 63.1 66.2 65.7 64.5 65.5 66.8 68.4 69.8 66.5 69.7 68.5 69.8 'i0.9 69.5 -1.4 

37.8 37.0 34.7 34.5 34.9 35.9 36.3 36.0 38.6 41.7 43.0 39.1 41.9 42.6 44.0 47.1 48.6 +1.5 

51.3 56.4 58.4 59.0 63.0 63.7 63.3 60.5 61.2 63.8 66.5 66.0 68.S 68.0 67.2 68.2 69.4 +1.2 

2804 2918 3052 3770 3250 3234 3604 3557 3305 8262 3250 3020 3315 3276 2796 2563 2549 

tl0TE: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent cla88cs: s = .06, 88 = .0 I, 88S = .001. NA indicates data not available. 
Answer alternatives were: (1) No risk, (2) Slight risk, (3) Moderate risk, (4) Great risk, and (5) Can't say, drug unfamiliar. 



D~liefs about Harmfulness Among Eighth and Tenth Graders 

• An abbreviated set of these questions on the same subject was 
asked of eighth and tenth graders beginning in 1991, and questions 
about the perceived harmfulness of inhalants and smokeless 
tobacco were added. (See Table 19.) 

• In general, the findings are quite similar to those for seniors. 
There are some interesting differences, however, in that the 
younger students are somewhat more likely to see marijuana use 
as more dangerous than do seniors. The same is true for the use of 
crac.~ and the use of cocaine powder. 

• Eighth and tenth grade students are also more likely to see 
weekend binge drinking as dangerous, though their views on 
daily drinking and experimentation are not much different from 
seniors. 

• The most important difference is observed for regular cigarette 
smoking, and it goes in the opposite direction. While nearly 70% 
of seniors see great risk in pack-a-day smoking, only 60% of the 
tenth graders do, and only about 50% of the eighth graders do 
(51.6%). This means that the perceived risk is lowest at the ages 
where initiation is most likely to occur. 

• Regular use of smolteless tobacco is viewed as entailing great risk 
by only about one-third (35%) of eighth grade students, and by only 
40% of tenth graders. This behavior is ofren initiated a.t early 
agl2s, so these figures are disturbingly low. . 

• The various differences among grade levels could reflect 
maturational (age) effects, cohort effects, or-most likely-some 
combination of these effects. 

Trends in Perceived Harmfulness Among Twelfth Graders 

• Several very important trends have been taking place in recent 
years in these beliefs about the dangers associated with using 
various drugs (see Table 20 and Figures 21, 22, and 25), 

• One of the most important trends involves marijuana (Figure 21). 
From 1975 through 1978 there had been a decline in the harmful
ness perceived to be associated with. all levels of marijuana use; but 
in. 1979, for the first t.ime, there was an increase in these prop or
tions~an increase which preceded any appreciable downturn in use 
and which has continued fairly steadily since then. By far the most 
impressive increase in perceived risk has occurred for regular 
marijuana use, where the proportion perceiving it as involving a 
great risk doubled in just seven years, from 35% in 1978 to 70% in 
1985; since then the proportion has increased to 79% in 1991. This 
dramatic change occurred during a period in which a substantial 
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FIGURE 21 

Trends in Perceived Harmfulness: Marijuana and Cigarettes 
All Seniors 
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FIGURE 22 

Trends in Perceived Hannfulness: Cocaine 
All Seniors 
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FIGURE 23 
Marijuana: Trends in Perceived Availability, 

Perteived Risk of Regular Use, 
and Prevalence or Use in Past Thirty.Days 

All Seniors 
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FIGURE 24 

Cocaine: Trends in Perceived Availability, 
Perceived Risk of Trying, 

and Prevalence of Use in Past Year 
All Seniors 
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FIGURE 25 

Trends in Perceived Hannfulness: Other Drugs 
All Seniors 
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amount of scientific and media attention was being devoted to the 
potential dangers of heavy marijuana use. Young people also had 

. ample opportunity for vicarious learning about the effects of heavy 
use since such use was so widespread among their peers. Although 
there have been upward shifts in concerns about the harmfulness 
of occasional, and even experimental, use, they have not been as 
large in absolute terms, though they have been in proportional 
terms. For example, the proportion of seniors seeing great risk in 
trying marijuana has risen from 8% in 1978 to 27% in 1991, and 
the comparable rise for occasional use has been from 12% to 41 %. 

Figure 23 shows the trend in the perceived risk of regular use along 
with the trend in thirty-day prevalence of use to show more clearly 
their degree of covariance over time, which we interpret as reflect
ing a causal connection.20 Also included is the trend line for the 
perceived availability of marijuana (see next chapter) to show its 
lack of covariance with use, and thus its inability to explain the 
downturn . 

• A somewhat similar cross-time profile of attitudes has been emerg
ing for cocaine (Figure 22). First, the percentage who perceived 
great risk in trying cocaine once or twice dropped steadily from 
43% to 31% between 1975 and 1980, which generally corresponds 
to the period of rapidly increasing use. Hov'ever, rather than 
reversing sharply, as did perceived risk for marijuana, perceived 
risk for experimental cocaine use moved rather little for the next 
six years, 1980 to 1986, corresponding to a fairly stable period in 
terms of actual prevalence in use. 'I'hen in 1987 perceived risk for 
experimenting with cocaine jumped sharply from 34% to 48% in a 
single year and in that year the first significant decline in use took 
place. From 1987 to 1989 it continued to rise as use fell, but in 
1991 it may have stabilized. A quite similar thing happened for 
crack cocaine as for powder cocaine except that in 1991, per
ceived risk for crack actually began to fall. We think these changes 
in beliefs had an important impact on the behavior. Actually, per
ceived risk for regular cocaine use had begun to rise earlier, 
increasing gradually from 69% in 1980 to 82% in 1986; but we 
believe that that change did not translate into a change in 
behavior, as happened for marijuana, because so few high school 
seniors were regular users (unlike the situation with marijuana) 
and most probably did not expect to be. Thus, as we predicted ear
lier, it was not until their attitudes about behaviors which they 
saw as relevant to them (experimental and possibly occasional use) 
began to change that this class of attitudes began to affect their 

2°In a recent journal article we address the alternate hypothesis that a general shift toward a more 
conservative lifestyle might account for the shifts in both attitudes and behaviors (Bachman, J.G., Johnston, 
L.D., O'Malley, P.M., and Humphrey, R.H. (1988). Explaining the recent decline in marijuana use: Dif
ferentiating the effects of perceived risks, disapproval, and general lifestyle factors. Journal of Health and 
Social Behavior, 29 92-112. The empirical evidence tended to contradict that hypothesis. 
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behavior.21 Figure 24 shows trends in perceived risk, perceived 
availability, and actual use simultaneously-again to show how 
shifts in perceived risk could explain the downturn in use while 
shifts in availability could not. 

Just as we interpret the change in actual behavior between 1986 
and 1991 to have resulted from changes in the risk associated with 
experimental and occasional use, we believe the changes in these 
attitudes to have resulted from two other factors: (1) the greatly 
increased media coverage of cocaine and its dangers which occurred 
in that interval (including many anti-drug "spot~t) and (2) the 
tragic deaths in 1986 of sports stars Len Bias and Don Rogers, 
both of which were caused by cocaine. The latter events, we 
believe, helped to bring home first the notion that no one
regardless of age or physical cond~tion-is invulnerable to being 
killed by cocaine, and second the notion that one does not have to 
be an addict or regular user to suffer such adverse consequences. 
Clearly the addictive potential of cocaine has been emphasized in 
the media, as well. 

In 1991, although the perceived risk associated with cocaine in 
general did not change significantly from 1990, the perceived risk 
associated with crack cocaine actually declined, significantly so for 
experimental and occasional use. It is conceivable that seniors 
may have felt that the dangers of crack cocaine had been exag
gerated. It is also possible-and we suspect more likely-that the 
relatively less attention paid in the mass media during 1990 and 
1991 to the dangers of crack, compared to the great amount of 
publicity in earlier years, is responsible for the reverse in trend . 

• There also had been an important increase, over a longer period, in 
the number who thought pack-a-day cigarette smoking involved 
great risk to the user (from 51% in 1975 to 64% in 1980). This 
shift corresponded with, and to some degree preceded, the downturn 
in regular smoking found in this age group (compare Figures 9f and 
21). But between 1980 and 1984 this statistic showed no further 
increase, presaging the end of the decline in use. Since 1984, the 
percent perceiving great risk in regular smoking has risen about 
six percentage points. What may be most important is that still 
about a third (31%) of these young people do not believe there is a 
great risk in smoking a pack or more of cigarettes per day, despite 
all that is known today about the health consequences of cigarette 
smoking. As was mentioned above, considerably more of the 
younger children hold this mistaken belief. 

21See Bachman, J.G., Johnston, L.n., & O'Malley, P.M. (1990). Explaining t':le recent decline in 
cocaine use among young adults: Further evidence that perceived risks and disapproval lead to reduced 
drug use. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 31, 173-184. And also, Johnston, L.n. (1991). Toward a 
theory of drug epidemics. In R.L. Donohew, H. Sypher, & W. Bukoski (Eds.) Persuasive communication and 
drug abuse prevention (pp. 93-132). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
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• For most of the other illicit drugs, the period from 1975 to 1979 
marked a modest but cDnsistent trend in the direction of fewer stu
dents associating much risk with experimental or occasional use of 
them (Table 20 and Figure 25). Only for amphetamines and bar
biturates did this trend continue beyond 1979, until about 1982 in 
both cases. Over the next several years there was little change, 
although perceived risk of harm in experimental or occ2.sional use 
of the illicit drugs other than marijuana all dropped slightly in 
1985 and 1986. However, the perceived risk of experimental or 
occasional use increased for all drugs in 1987, but since then has 
pretty much stabilized. 

• In sum, between 1975 and 1979 there was a distinct decline in per
ceived harmfulness associated with use of all the illicit drugs. 
Since 1979, there has been a dramatic increase' in concerns about 
regular marijuana use, and a considerable increase in concerns 
about the use of marijuana at less frequent levels. Since 1986 
there has been a sharp increase in the risks associated with cocaine 
use-particularly at the experimental and occasional use levels
and some increase in perceived risk for virtually all of the other 
illicit drugs, as well (Figure 25). 

• The perceived risk of PCP, though very high relative to other drugs 
in 1988, has fallen back since then. This is almost surely due to 
the reduced attention paid by the media to this drug and the sub
stantial reduction in the number of users from whom seniors can 
learn vicariously. 

• After showing little systematic change in the latter half of the 
1970s, the perceived risks associated with alcohol UBe at various 
levels have risen some during the 1980s (though not nearly so 
dramatically as the perceived risks associated with marijuana and 
cocaine). The proportions perceiving great risk of harm in having 1 
to 2 drinks nearly every day rose from 20% in 1980 to 33% in 1991. 
The proportions perceiving great risk in having 4 to 5 drinks 
nearly every day rose slightly from 66% to 70% over the same 
period, while the corresponding figures for occasional binge 
drinking (having 5 or more drinks once or twice a weekend) rose 
by more-from 36% to 49%. (Recall that the reported prevalence of 
occasional binge drinking-having 5 or more drinks in a row at 
least once in the prior tW/J weeks-declined in the same period, 
from 41% in 1980 to 30% in 1991.) These increases in perceived 
risk tended to be followed by some declines in the actual 
behaviors-once again suggesting the importance of these beliefs in 
influencing behavior. 
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----------------------~--- ---

PERSONAL DISAPPROVAL OF DRUG USE 

A different set of questions was developed to try to measure the moral sentiment 
respondents attach to various types of drug use. The phrasing, liDo IOU disapprove of 
people (who are 18 or older) doing each of the following" was adopted.2 

Extent of Disapproval Among Twelfth Graders 

• The vast majority of seniors do not condone regular use of any of 
the illicit drugs (see Table 22). Even regular marijuana use is dis
approved by 89%, and regular use of each of the other illicits 
receives disapproval from between 96% and 98% of today's high 
school seninrs. 

• For each of thE: drugs included in the question, fewer people indi
cate disapproval of experimental or occasional use than of regular 
use, as would be expected. The differences are not great, however, 
for the illicit drugs other than marijuana, because nearly all 
seniors disapprove even of experimentation. For example, 90% dis
approve experimenting with LSD, 94% with cocaine, and 96% 
with heroin. 

• For marijuana, the rate of disapproval varies substantially for 
different usage habits, although not as much as it did in the past. 
Some 69% disapprove of trying it versus 89% who disapprove of 
regular use. 

• Smoking a pack (or more) of cigarettes per day receives the disap
proval of 71 % of the age group. 

• Moderate daily drinking at the rate of one or two drinks daily is 
disapproved by 77% of the seniors. A curious finding is that 
weekend binge drinking (five or more drinks once. or twice each 
weekend) is acceptable to more seniors than is nloderate daily 
drinking; only 67% disapprove of having five or more drinks once or 
twice a weekend. This is in spite of the fact that more seniors 
associate great risk with weekend binge drinking (49%) than with 
moderate daily drinking (33%). 

• One likely explanation for these anomalous findings may be the 
fact that a greater proportion of this age group are themselves 
weekend binge drinkers rather than moderate daily drinkers. They 
thus express attitudes accepting of their own behavior, even 
though such attitudes may be somewhat inconsistent with their 
beliefs about possible consequences. It also may well be that the 
ubiquitous advertising of alcohol use in "partying" situations has 
managed to increase acceptability from what it would be in the 
absence of such advertising. 

22The age specification was originally introduced to hold constant the nature of the behavior about 
which different age groups were being asked. 
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TABLE 21 

Disapproval ofDru, Use by 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graden, 1991 

Percent who dis8EErove or stronglx dis8EErove 
a 

Q. Do you disapprove of people who . .• 8th Grade 10th Grad~ 12th Grade b 

rrry marijuana once or twice 84.6 74.6 68.7 
Smoke marijuana occasionally 89.5 83.7 79.4 
Smoke mariJuana regularly 92.1 90.4 89.3 

Try "crack" once or twice 91.7 92.5 92.1 
Take "crack" ocCaSiOl'lally 93.3 94.3 94.2 

',;,: cocaine powder once or twice 91.2 90.8 88.0 
'r ake cocaine powder occasionally 93.1 94.0 93.0 

Try inhnlant8 once or twice 84.9 85.2 NA 
Take inhalants regularly 90.6 91.0 NA 

Try steroids 89.8 90.0 90.5 

Take smokeless tobacco regularly 79.1 75.4 NA 

Try one or two drinks ,.,f an 
alcoholic beverage (beet·, 
wine, liquor) 51.7 37.6 29.8 

Take one or two drinks nearly 
everyday 82.2 81.7 76.5 

Have five or more drinks once 
or twice each weekend 85.2 76.7 67.4 

Smoke one or more packs of 
cigarettes per day 82.8 79.4 71.4 

Approx. Nt: (17500) (14800) (2550) 

aAnswer alternatives were: (1) Don't disapprove, (2) Disapprove, (3) Strongly disapprove, (4) 
Can't say, drug unfa.miliar. 

bThe twelfth grade questions ask about people who are 18 or older. 
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TABLE 22 

Trends in Proportions of Twelfth Graders Disapproving ofDrog Use 

Percentage "disapproving"a 

Q. Do you disapprove of people CIMs Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Clasa 
(who are 18 or older) 1:ing of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of '90-'91 
each of the following? lWi ~ 1m .lm .lim. .ll!B.Q lmU. .l982. .lflli.a. l.fJM ~ .l9B2. 1m .l9&i ~ 1m 1m ~ 

Try marijuana once or twice 47.0 38.4- 33.4- 33.4 34.2 39.0 40.0 45.5 46.3 49.3 51.4 54.6 56.6 60.8 64.6 61.8 68.1 +0.9 
Smoke marijuana occasionally 54.S 47.8 44.3 43.5 45.3 49.1 52.6 59.1 60.7 63.5 65.8 69.0 11.6 14.0 77.2 80.5 79.4 -1.1 
Smoke marijuana regularly 71.9 69.5 65.5 61.5 69.2 74.6 77.4 80.6 82.5 84.7 85.5 as.6 89.2 89.3 89.8 91.0 89.3 -1.7 

Try LSD once or twice 82.8 84.6 83.9 ~5.4 86.6 87.3 86.4 88.8 89.1 88.9 89.5 89.2 91.6 89.8 89.1 89.8 90.1 +0.3 
Take LSD regularly 94.1 95.3 95.8 96.4 96.9 96.1 96.8 96.1 97.0 96.8 97.0 96,6 97.8 96.4 96.4 96.3 96.4 +0.1 

Try cocaine once or twice 81.3 82.4 19.1 71.0 74.1 76.3 14.6 76.6 71.0 79.1 79.3 80.2 81.3 89.1 90.5 91.5 93.6 +2.18 
Take cocaine regularly 93.3 93.9 92.1 91.9 90.8 91.1 90.1 91.5 93.2 94.5 93.8 94.3 96.7 96.2 96.4 96.1 91.3 +0.6 

Try heroin once or twice 91.5 92.6 92.5 92.0 93.4 93.5 93.5 94.6 94.3 94.0 94.0 93.3 96.2 95.0 95.4 95.1 96.0 +0.9 
Take heroin occasionally 94.8 96.0 96.0 96.4 96.8 96.1 97.2 96.9 96.9 97.1 96.8 96.6 97.9 96.9 97.2 96.7 97.3 +0.6 
Take heroin regularly 96.1 97.5 91.2 97.8 97.9 97.6 97.S 97.5 97.7 98.0 97.6 97.6 98.1 97.2 91.4 97.5 97.8 +0.3 ..... 

0') Try amphetamines once or twice 74.8 75.1 74.2 74.8 75.1 75.4 71.1 72.6 72.3 72.8 74.9 76.5 80.1 82.5 83.g 85.3 86.5 +1.2 
00 Take amphetamines regularly 92 • .L 92.8 92.5 93.5 94.4 93.0 91.7 92.0 92.6 93.6 93.3 93.5 95.4 94.2 94.2 95.5 96.0 +0.5 

Try barbiturates once or twice 77.7 81.3 81.1 82.4 84.0 83.9 82.4 84.4 83.1 84.1 84.9 86.8 89.6 89.4 89.3 90.5 90.6 +0.1 
Take barbiturates regularly 93.3 93.6 93.0 94.3 95.2 95.4 94.2 94.4 95.1 95.1 95.5 94.9 96.4 95.3 95.3 96.4 97.1 +0.7 

Try one or two drinks of an 
alcoholic beverage (beer, 
wine, liquor) 21.6 18.2 15.6 15.6 15.8 16.0 17.2 18.2 18.4 17.4 20.3 20.9 21.4 22.6 27.3 29.4 29.8 +0.4 

Take one or two drinks nearly 
everyday 67.6 68.9 66.8 67.7 68.3 69.0 69.1 69.9 68.9 72.9 70.9 72.8 74.2 75.0 76.5 77.9 76.5 -1.4 

Tfike four or five drinks nearly 
everyday 88.7 90.7 88.4 90.2 91.1 90.8 91.8 90.9 90.0 91.0 92.0 91.4- 92.2 92.S 91.6 91.9 90.6 -1.3 

Have five or more drinks once 
or twice each weekend 60.3 58.6 57.4 55.2 56.7 55.6 55.5 58.8 56.6 59.6 60.4 62.4 62.0 65.3 66.5 68.9 67.4 -1.5 

Smoke one or more packs of 
cigarettes per day 67.5 65.9 66.4 67.0 70.3 70.8 69.9 69.4 70.8 73.0 72.3 75.4 74.3 73.1 72.4 72.8 71.4 -1.4 

Approx.N = 2677 2957 3085 3686 3221 3261 3610 3651 33il 3254 3265 3113 3302 3311 2799 2566 2547 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent classes: s = .05, ss = .01, S8S = .001. 
aAnswer alternatives were: {I} Don't disapprove, (2) Disapprove, and (3) Strongly disapprove. Percentages are shown for categories (2) and (3) combined. 
h'I'he 1975 question asked about people who are "20 or older.-



Extent of Disapproval Among Eighth and Tenth Graders 

• As Table 21 illustrates, the rates of disapproval of drug use among 
the younger students are at least as high as they are among 
seniors, and sometimes higher. 

• All three grade levels show very high and fairly comparable levels 
of disapproval for powder cocaine and crack cocaine. 

• The same is true for the use of steroids. 

• Attitudes about inhalant use have only been asked of the eighth 
'and tenth grade students, and in both cases about 85% say they 
disapprove of trying them. 

• For marijuana the disapproval rates go up as one moves down in 
grade level. To illustrate, 69% of twelfth graders disapprove of 
trying marijuana vs. 75% of tenth graders and 85% of eighth 
graders. There may, of course, be some tendency for these attitudes 
to shift with age, but it is also possible that these differences reflect 
some important differences between class cohorts. 

• For alcohol, disapproval also increases as one moves down in 
grade level. For example, 67% of the seniors, 77% of the tenth 
graders, and 85% of the eighth graders disapprove of weekend binge 
drinking. 

• Similarly for cigarette use, 71% of seniors, 79% of tenth graders, 
and 83% of eighth graders disapprove of smoking one or mo"'e packs 
per day. 

Trends in Disapproval Among Seniors 

• Between 1975 and 1977 a substantial decrease occurred in disap
proval of marijuana use at any l~vel of frequency (see Table 22, 
and Figure 26a in next chapter). About 14% fewer seniors in the 
class of 1977 (compared with the class of 1975) disapproved of 
experimenting, 11% fewer disapproved of occasional use, and 6% 
fewer disapproved of regular use. These undoubtedly were con
tinuations of trends which began in the late 60's, as the norms of 
American young people against illicit drug use were seriously 
eroded. Since 1977, however, there has been a substantial reversal 
of that trend, with disapproval of experimental marijuana use 
having risen by 35%, disapproval of occasional use by 35%, and dis
approval of regular use by 24%, though there were no further sig
nificant changes in 1991. 

• Until 1980 the proportion of seniors who disapproved trying 
amphetamines had remained extremely stable (at 75%). This 
proportion dropped slightly in 1981 (to 71%), but increased 
thereafter and reached 87% in 1991. 

169 



• During the late 1970's personal disapproval of experimenting with 
barbiturates had been increasing (from 78% in 1975 to 84% in 
1979). It then remained relatively stable through 1984, when it 
began to increase again. By 1990 it had reached 91%, where it 
remains in 1991. 

• Concurrent with the years of increase in actual cocaine use, disap
proval of experimental use of cocaine had declined somewhat, from 
a high of 82% in 1976 down to 75% in 1979. It then leveled for 
four years, edged upward for a couple of years to about 80% in 
1986, and since then has risen significantly so that 94% of seniors 
now disapprove of trying cocaine. 

• We believe that the parallel trends between perceived risk and dis
approval-particularly for marijuana and cocaine-are no accident. 
We hypothesize that perceived risk influences one's disapproval of a 
drug-using behavior. As levels of personal disapproval change, on 
average, and these individually held attitudes are then communi
cated among friends and acquaintances, perceived norms also 
change (as will be illustrated in the next chapter). 

• Disapproval of regular cigarette smoking (a pack or more per day) 
has changed surprisingly little throughout this study. Between 
1975 and 1980, disapproval increased from 68% to 71%. During 
the 1980s, disapproval rates fluctuated slightly, never exceeding 
75%; and in 1991 the disapproval rate is 71%, identical to the 1980 
figure. This lack of change is surprising because of all the anti
tobacco changes in laws and policies that have occurred. Very 
likely, the efforts of the tobacco industry in promoting and "advertis
ing tobacco to young people help account for the lack of change in 
disapproval. 

• Since 1980, disapproval of alcohol use has risen very gradually 
(and not entirely consistently). Disapproval of weekend binge 
drinking has risen by 13%, from 56% in 1980 to a high of 69% in 
1990, down to 67% in 1991. It is also interesting to note that the 
proportion of seniors who disapprove of even trying alcohol has 
risen, from a low point of 16% in 1980 to 30% in 1991. 

ATTITUDES REGARDING THE LEGALITY OF DRUG USE 

Since, at the beginning of the study, the legal restraints on drug use appeared likely to 
be in a state of flux for some time, we decided to measure attitud6s about legal sanc
tions. As it turns out, some dramatic changes in these attitudes have occurred during 
the life of the study. Table 23 presents a set of questions on this subject along with the 
answers provided by each senior class. The set lists a sampling of illicit and licit drugs 
and asks whether their use should be prohibited by law. A distinction is consistently 
made between use in public and use in private-a distinction which proved quite impor
t.ant in the results. 
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TABLE 23 

Trends in Twelfth Graders' Attitudes Regarding Legality of Drug Use 

Percentage saying "yes"a 

Q. Do you think that people (who 
are 18 or older) should be Class Class Class Class ClMs Class Class Class Class Cll>8s Class Class Class Class Class ClasB Class 
prohibited by law fro~ doing of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of '90-'91 
each of the following? .llrlD..ll!1§..llm.mB..lim!ll8.Q.laa.l.lm!Z.lmia~l9B.Q..ll!B.6.lla7..li!BB.llID!.ll!lmlm~ 

Smoke marijuana in private 32.8 27.5 26.8 25.4 28.0 28.9 35.4 36.6 37.8 41.6 44.7 43.8 4'-.tS 51.8 51.5 56.0 51.6 -4.4s 
Smoke marijuana in public places 63.1 59.1 58.7 59.5 61.8 66.1 67.4 72.8 73.6 75.2 78.2 78.9 'i'~.7 81.3 80.0 81.9 79.8 -2.1 

Take LSD in private 67.2 65.1 63.3 62.7 62.4 65.8 62.6 67.1 66.7 67.9 70.6 69.0 70.8 11.5 11.6 72.9 68.1 -4.888 
Take LSD in public places 85.8 81.9 79.3 80.7 81.5 82.8 80.7 82.1 82.8 82.4 84.8 84.9 85.2 85.0 84.4 84.9 83.9 -1.0 

~ Take heroin in private 76.3 72.4 69.2 68.8 68.5 70.3 68.8 69.3 69.7 69.8 18.3 71.7 75.0 74.2 74.4 76.4 72.8 -3.6s 
-l Take heroin in public places 90.1 84.8 81.0 82.5 84.0 83.8 82.4 82.5 83.7 83.4 85.8 85.0 86.2 86.6 85.2 8G.7 85.4 -1.3 
~ 

Take amphetamines Olr 

barbiturates in urivate 67.2 63.5 62.8 52.2 53.4 54.1 52.0 63.5 
Take amphetamiu,!s or 

52.8 54.4 66.3 56.8 59.1 60.2 61.1 64.6 69.7 -4.888 

barbiturates in public places 79.6 76.1 73.7 75.8 77.3 76.1 74.2 75.5 76.7 76.8 'f8.3 79.1 79.8 80.2 79.2 81.6 79.7 -1.9 

Get drunk in private 14.1 15.6 18.6 17.4 16.8 16.7 19.6 19.4 19.9 19.7 19.8 18.5 18.6 19.2 20.2 23.0 22.0 -1.0 
Get drunk in public places 55.7 50.7 49.0 50.3 50.4 48.3 49.1 50.7 52.2 51.1 53.1 52.2 53.2 E3.8 52.6 54.6 54.3 -{I.3 

Smoke cigarettes in certain 
specified public places NA NA 42.0 42.2 43.1 42.8 43.0 42.0 40.5 39.2 42.8 45.1 44.4 48.4 44.5 47.3 44.9 -2.4 

Approx.N= 2620 2959 3113 3783 3288 3224 3611 3627 3315 3236 3254 3074 3332 3288 2813 2571 2512 

NOTE: Level of significance (If difference between the two most recent cllUl8e8: s = .05, 88 = .01, 88S = .001. NA indicates data not available. 

aAnswer alternatives were: (1) No, (2) Not sure, and (3) Yes. 

hTbe 1975 question asked about people who are -20 or older: 



Attitudes of Seniors in 1991 

• The great majority of seniors believe that the use in public of illicit 
drugs other than marijuana should be prohibited by law (e.g., 
80% in the case of amphetamines and barbiturates, 85% for 
heroin). While the distinction between attitudes about the legality 
of use in public versus private settings proved to be anh'llportarlt 
one, today only about 10% to 20% fewer think the use of these 
drugs in private should be legally prohibited. 

• The great majority (80%) also favor legally prohibiting marijuana 
use in public places, despite the fact that over one-third of them 
have used marijuana themselves, and despite the fact that they do 
not judge it to be as dangerous a drug as the others. But con
siderably fewer (62%) feel that marijuana use in private should be 
prohibited. 

• Fully 45% believe that cigarette smoking in public places should 
be prohibited by law. Slightly more think getting drunk in such 
places should be prohibited (54%). 

• For aU drugs, fewer students believe that use in private settings 
should be illegal. This is particularly true for alcohol and 
marijuana. 

Trends in These Attitudes 

• From 1975 through 1977 there was a modest decline (shifts of 4% 
to 7%, depending on the substance) in the proportion of seniors who 
favored legal prohibition of private use of any of the illicit drugs .. 
By 1991, however, virtually all of these proportio,ns had increased. 

e Over the past twelve years (from 1979 to 1991) there has been a 
very appreciable rise in the proportion favoring legal prohJbition of 
marijuana use, either in private (up from 28% to 52%) or in 
public (up from 62% to 80%). 

• For other illicit drugs, (LSD, heroin, amphetamines, and bar
biturates), the changes are more modest, but between 1981 and 
1987 all showed increased proportions favoring prohibition. Per
centages in 1991 are all very close to the 1987 percentages, reflect
ing some decline in 1991. 

• There has been very little change in the proportion of seniors who 
say smoking cigarettes in certain specified public places should be 
prohibited by law. In 1977 some 42% held this view vs. 43% in 
1985, and 45% in 1991. Were the question more specific as to the 
places in which smoking might be prohibited (e.g., hospitals, res
taurants, etc.) different results might emerge. 
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• There has been rather little change in seniors' preferences about 
the illegality of drun ~enness in public or private places. The 
stability of attitudes about the preferred legality for this culturally 
ingrained drug"using behavior contrasts sharply with the lability of 
preferences regarc!i.ng the legality of the illicit drugs. 

THE LEGAL STATUS OF MARIJUANA 

Another set of questions goes into more detail about what legal sanctions, if any, stu" 
dents think should be attached to the use and sale of marijuana. Respondents also are 
asked to guess how they would be likely to react to legalized use and sale of the drug. 
While the answers to such a question must be interpreted cautiously, a special study of 
the effects of marijuana decriminalization at the state level, conducted as part of the 
Monitoring the Future series, suggests that in the aggregate their predictions about how 
they would react proved 'relatively accurate.23 

Attitudes and Predicted Response to Legalization 

• As shown in Table 24, a little less than one"fifth of all seniors 
believe marijuana use should be entirely legal (18%), about another 
one"fifth (19%) feel it should be treated as a minor violation-like a 
parking ticket-but not as a crime. Another 14% indicate no 
opinion, leaving roughly half (49%) who feel it still should be 
treated 'lS a crime. 

• Asked whether they thought, it should be legal to sell marijuana if 
it were legal to use it, half (51 %) said "yes." However, nearly all of 
these respondents would permit sale only to adults. 

• High school seniors predict that they would be little affected per" 
sonaliy by the legalization of either the sale or the use of 
marijuana. Nearly three-fourths (71%) of the respondents say that 
they wou.ld not use the drup' even if it were legal to buy and use, 
and another 14% indicate t.hey would use it about as often as they 
do now: or less. Only 3% say they would use it more often than at 
present and only another 6% think they would try it. Some 6% say 
they do not know how they would react. The special study of the 
effects of decriminalization at the state level during the late seven" 
ties (which falls well short of the fully-legalized situation posited in 
this question) revealed no evidence of any impact of decriminaliza
tion on the use of marijuana, nor even on attitudes and beliefs con" 
cerning its use. On the other hand, the times today are very dif" 
ferent, with more peer disapproval and more rigorous enforcement, 
and the symbolic message of legalizing or decriminalizing 

23See Johnston, L.n., O'Malley, P.M., & Bachman, J.G. (1981). Marijuana decriminalization: The 
impact on youth l 1975-1980 (Monitoring the Future Occasional Paper No. 13). Ann Arbor: Institute for 
racial Research 
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TABLE 24 

Trends in Twelfth Graders' Attitudes Regarding Marijuana Laws 
(Entries are percentages) 

Q. There has been a great deal of 
public debate about whether 
marijuana use should be legal. Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class ChIllS Class Class Clasll Clas:! Class Clasl.l 
Which of the following policies of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of 
would you falJor? w.a l»li .llm. .lS.m .l91a ~ .lillU .lIDi2. .lllli.S. .la6~ ~ .lru& .llm llt8R ~ .wm. ~ 

Using marijuana should be 
eutirely legal 27.3 32.6 33.6 32.9 32.1 26.3 23.1 20.0 18.9 18.6 16.6 14.9 15.4 15.1 16.6 15.9 18.0 

It should be a minor violation 
like a parldng ticket but not 
a crime 25.3 29.0 31.4 30.2 30.1 30.9 29.3 28.2 26.3 23.6 25.7 25.9 24.6 21.9 18.9 17.4 19.2 

It should be a crime 30.5 25.4 21.7 22.2 24.0 26.4 32.1 34.7 36.7 40.6 40.8 42.5 45.3 49.2 50.0 53.2 48.6 

Don't know 16.8 13.0 13.4 14.6 13.8 16.4 15.4 17.1 18.1 172 16.9 16.7 14.8 13.9 14.6 13.6 14.3 

Q. If it were legal for people to 
~ USE marijuana, should it also 
~ be legal to SELL marijuana? 
~ 

No 27.8 23.0 22.5 21.8 22.9 25.0 27.7 29.3 27.4 30.9 32.6 33.0 36.0 36.8 38.8 40.1 36.8 
Yes, but only to adults 37.1 49.8 52.1 53.6 53.2 51.8 48.6 46.2 47.6 45.8 43.2 42.2 41.2 39.9 37.9 38.8 41.4 
Yes, to anyone 16.2 13.3 12.7 12.0 11.3 9.6 10.5 10.7 10.5 10.6 11.2 10.4 9.2 10.5 9.2 9.6 9.4 

Don't know 18.9 13.9 12.7 12.6 12.6 13.6 13.2 13.8 14.6 12.8 13.1 14,4 13.6 12.8 14.1 !L6 12.5 

Q. If marijuana were legal to use 
and legally alJailable, which 
of the following would you 
be most likfly to dD? 

Not use it, even if it were 
legal and available 53.~ 50.4 50.6 46.4 50.2 53.3 55.2 60.0 60.1 62.0 63.0 62.4 64.9 69.0 70.1 72.9 70.7 

Try it 8.2 8.1 7.0 7.1 6.1 6.8 6.0 6.3 7.2 6.6 7.5 7.6 7.3 7.1 6.7 7.0 6.3 
Use it about as often as I do now 22.7 24.7 26.8 30.9 29.1 27.3 24.8 21.7 19.8 19.1 17.7 16.8 16.2 13.1 13.0 10.1 11.7 
Use it more often than I do now 6.0 7.1 7.4 6.3 6.0 4.2 4.7 3.8 4.9 4.7 3.7 5.0 4.1 4.3 2.4 2.7 &.3 
Use it less than I do now 1.3 1.5 1.5 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.5 2.2 1.& 1.6 1.6 2.0 1.3 1.5 2.1 1.1 1.6 

Dou'tknow 8.5 8.1 6.6 6.7 6.1 5.9 6.9 6.0 6.4 6.0 6.5 6.1 6.3 5.0 5.7 6.1 6.4 

Approx.N= 2600 2970 3110 3nO 3280 3210 3600 3620 3300 3220 3230 3080 3330 3277 2812 2570 2515 



marijuana would likely be different, as well. Therefore, we do not 
believe that those findings from the late 1970s can be generalized 
to legalization of marijuana today. 

Trends in Attitudes and Predicted Responses 

• Between 1976 and 1979 seniors' preferences for decriminalization 
or legalization remained fairly constant; but in the past eleven 
years the proportion favoring outright legalization dropped by 
almost half (from 32% in 1979 to 18% in 1991), while there was a 
corresponding doubling in the proportion saying marijuana use 
should be a crime (from 24% to 49%). 

• Also reflecting this increased conservatism about marijuana, some
what fewer now would support legalized sale, even if use were to be 
made legal (down from 65% in 1979 to 51% in 1991). 

• The predictions about personal marijuana use, if sale and use were 
legalized, hl'l.ve baen quite simiJ.ar for all high school classes. The 
slight shifts being observed are mostly attributable to the chi)nging 
proportions of seniors who actually use marijuana. 

• In sum, in recent years American young people have become much 
more supportive of legal prohibitions on the use of illegal drugs, 
whether used in private or in public. The fairly tolerant attitudes 
of students in the late 70's toward marijuana use have eroded con
siderably; more than twice as many now think it should be treated 
as a criminal offense, and correspondingly fewer think it should be 
entirely legal to use. 
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Chapter 9 

THE SOCIAL MILIEU 

The preceding chapter dealt with seniors' own attitudes about various forms of drug use. 
Attitudes about drugs, as well as drug~related behaviors, obviously do not occur in a 
social vacuum. Drugs are discussed in the media; they are a topic of considerable inter
est and conversation among young people; they are also a matter of much concern to 
parents, concern which often is strongly communicated to their children. Young people 
are known to be affected by the actual drug-taking behaviors of their friends and 
acquaintances, as well as by the availability of the various drugs. This section presents 
data on several of these relevant aspects of the social milieu. 

We begin with two sets of questions about parental and peer attitudes, questions which 
closel~! parallel the questions about respondents' own attitudes about drug use, discussed 
in the preceding chapter. Since measures of parental attitudes have not been carried in 
th~:1 study in recent years, those mentioned here are base 1 on the much earlier 1979 
results. 

PERCEIVED ATTITUDES OF PARENTS AND FRIENDS 

Perceptions of Parental Attitudes 

• A large majority of seniors in 1979 felt that their parents would' 
disapprove or strongly disapprove of their exhibiting any of the 
drug use behaviors which are listed in Table 25. (The data for 
the perceived parental attitudes are not given in tabular form, but 
are displayed in Figures 26a and band 27.) In fact, because there 
was so little variability in the students' answers to these questions, 
they were dropped to make room for other questions. With the 
changing climate in recent years, as exemplified by the dramatic 
shifts in students' attitudes, it seems likely that parental attitudes 
would be even more restrict.iv(; today . 

• Drug use appears to constitute one area in which the position of 
parents approaches complete unanimity. Over 97% of seniors said 
that their parents would disapprove or strongly disapprove of their 
smoking manJuana regularly, even trying LSD or 
amphetamines, or having four or five drinks every day. 
(Although the questions did not include more frequent use of LSD 
or amphetamines, or any use of heroin, it is obvious that if such 
behaviors had been included in the list virtually all seniors would 
have indicated parental disapproval.) 
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TABLE 25 

Trends in Proportion of Friends Disapproving of Drug Use 

Twelfth Graders 

.!~ercentas:e saying friends disaEErove 
a 

Q. How do you think your close Adjust- Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class 
friends feel (or would feel) ment of b of of b of of b of of of of of of of of of of of of '90-'91 
about you • •. bmu:.wL.lmJ.lU1:ma.l.I!7.fL~l98.l.~~JJlM..ll!8fi.l.a82..lIDIT.lllli8.~wo..lm.~ 

Trying marijuana once or twice (-0.5) 44.3 NA 41.8 NA 40.9 42.6 46.4 50.3 52.0 54.1 54.7 56.7 58.0 62.9 63.7 70.3 69.1 -0.6 
Smoking marijuana occasionally (+0.8) 54.8 NA 49.0 NA 48.2 50.6 55.9 57.4 59.9 62.9 64.2 64.4 67.0 72.1 71.1 76.4 75.8 -0.6 
SDlJking marijuana regularly (+4.6) 75.0 NA 69.1 NA 70.2 72.0 75.0 74.7 77.6 79.2 81.0 82.3 82.9 85.5 84.9 86.7 85.9 -0.8 

Trying f.SD once or twice (+2.0) B5.6 NA 86.6 NA B7.6 87.4 86.5 87.8 87.8 87.6 88.6 89.0 87.9 89.5 88.4 87.9 87.9 0.0 

Trying cocaine once or twice NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 79.6 83.9 88.1 88.9 90.5 91.8 +1.3 
Taking cocaine occasionally NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 87.3 89.7 92.1 92.1 94.2 94.7 +0.5 ..... 

...:r Trying an amphetamine once 00 
or twice (+2.2) 78.8 NA BO.3 NA B1.0 78.9 74.4 76.7 76.8 77.0 77.0 79.4 80.0 82.3 84.1 84.2 85.3 +1.1 

Taking one or two drinks nearly 
every day (+7.B) 67.2 NA 71.0 NA 71.0 70.5 69.5 71.9 71.7 73.6 75.4 75.9 71.8 74.9 76.4 79.0 76.6 -2.4 

'taking four or five drinks 
everyday (+9.3) 89.2 NA B8.1 NA 88.5 87.9 86.4 86.6 86.0 86.1 88.2 87.4 85.6 87.1 87.2 88.2 86.4 -1.8 

Having five or more drinks once 
or twice every weekend (+4.7) 55.0 NA 53.4 NA 51.3 50.6 50.3 51.2 50.6 51.3 5b.9 54.9 52.4 54.0 56.4 59.0 58.1 -0.9 

Smoking one or more packs of 
cigarettes per day (+8.3) 63.6 NA 68.3 NA 73.4 74.4 73.8 70.3 72.2 73.9 73.7 76.2 74.2 76.4 74.4 75.3 74.0 -1.3 

Approx.N= 2488 NA 2615 NA 2716 2766 3120 3024 2722 2721 2688 2639 2815 2778 2400 2184 2160 

NOTE: Level ofsignificance of difference between the two most recent classes: s = .05, S8 = .01, sss = .001. NA indicates data not available. 

aAnswer alternatives were: (1) Don't disapprove, (2) Disapprove, and (3) Strongly di!l8.pprove. Percentages are shown for-categories (2) and (3) combined. 

bThese figures have been adjusted by the factors reported in the first column to correct for a lack of comparability of question-context aIIl!lng administrations. (See text for 
discussion.) 



• Even experimental use of marijuana was seen as a parentally dis
approved activity by the great majority of the 1979 seniors (85%). 
Assuming that the students were generally correct about their 
parents' attitudes, these results clearly showed a substantial 
generational difference of opinion about this drug. 

• Also likely to be perceived as rating high parental disapproval (92% 
disapproval) were occasional marijuana use, taking one or two 
drinks nearly every day, and pack-a-day cigarette smoking. 

• Slightly lower proportions of seniors (85%) felt their parents would 
disapprove of their having five or more drinks once or twice every 
weekend. This happened to be exactly the same percentage as said 
that their parents would disapprove of simply experimenting with 
marijuana, showing a considerably more tolerant parental attitude 
toward alcohol than marijuana. 

Seniors' Perceptions of Their Friends' Attitudes 

• Since the beginning of the study, a parallel set of questions has 
asked respondents to estimate their friends' attitudes about drug 
use (Table 25). These questions ask, "How do you think your close 
friends ff.el (or would feel) about you [taking the specified drug at 
the speciiied level]. .. ?" The highest levels of peer disapproval in 
1991 for experimenting with a drug are associated with trying 
cocaine (92%) and trying LSD (88%). Presumably, if heroin or 
PCP were on the list they would receive very high peer disapproval, 
as well. 

• Even experimenting with marijuana is now "out" with most 
seniors' friends (70%); and a very large majority think their friends 
would disapprove if they smoked marijuana regularly (86%). 

• Three-quarters of all seniors think they would face peer disapproval 
if they smoked a pack or more of cigarettes daily (74%). 

• While heavy drinking on weekends is judged by more than half 
(58%) to be disapproved of by their friends (many of whom exhibit 
that behavior themselves), substantially more (77%) think con
sumption of one or two drinks daily would be disapproved. The 
great majority (86%) would face the disapproval of their friends if 
they engaged in heavy daily drinking. 

• In sum, peer norms among seniors differ considerably for the 
various drugs and for varying degrees of involvement with those 
drugs, but overall they rend to be quite conservative. The great 
majority of seniors have friendship circles which do not condone use 
of the illicit drugs other than 11U!.rijuana, and 86% feel that 
their friends would disapprove of regular marijuana use. In fact, 
over two-thirds (70%) of them now believe their friends would dis
approve of their even trying marijuana. 
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A Comparison of the Attitudes of Parents, Peers, and Respondents 

• A comparison of seniors' perceptions of friends' disapproval with 
their perceptions of parents' disapproval, in the years for which 
comparison is possible, shows several interesting findings. 

• First there was rather little variability among different students in 
their perceptions of their parents' attitudes: on any of the drug 
behaviors listed nearly all said their parents would disapprove. 
Nor was there much variability among the different drugs in per
ceived parental attitudes. Peer norms varied much more from drug 
to drug. The net effect of these facts is likely to be that peer norms 
have a much greater chance of explaining variability in the 
respondent's own individual attitudes or use than parental norms, 
simply because the peer norms vary more. That is quite different 
than saying that parental attitudes do not matter, or even that 
they matter less than peer attitudes. 

• Despite there being less variability l.J.'l parental attitudes, the order
ing of drug use behaviors was much the Esame for them as for peers 
(e.g., among the illicit drugs asked about, the highest frequencies of 
perceived. disapproval were for trying cocaine, while the lowest fre
quencies were for trying marijuana). 

• A comparison with the seniors' own attitudes regarding drug use 
(see Figures 26a and band 27) reveals that on the average they are 
much more in accord with their peers than with their parents. The 
differences between seniors' own disapproval ratings in 1979 and 
those attributed to their parents tended to be large, with parents 
seen as more conservative overall in relation to every drug, licit or 
illicit. The largest difference occurred in the case of marijuana 
experimentation, where only 34% of seniors (in 1979) said they dis
approved vs. 85% (of 1979 seniors) who said their parents would 
disapprove. Despite the doubling in seniors' own disapproval rates 
(to 69% in 1991), it remains the most controversIal of the illicit 
drug-using behaviors listed here. 

Trends in Seniors' Perceptions of Parents' and Friends' Attitudes 

• Several important changes in seniors' perceived a.ttitudes of others 
have been taking place recently-and particularly among peers. 
These shifts are presented graphically in Figures 26a and band 27. 
As can be seen in those figures, adjusted (dotted) trend lines have 
been introduced before 1980. This was done because we discovered 
that the deletion in 1980 of the questions about parents' 
attitudes-which up until then had been located immediately 
preceding the quest~ons about friends' attitudes-removed what 
was judged to be an artifactual depression of the ratings of friends' 
attitudes, a phenomenon known as a question-context effect. This 
effect was particularly evident in the trend lines dealing with 
alcohol use, where otherwise smooth lines showed abrupt upward 
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shifts in 1980. It appears that when questions about parents' 
attitudes were present, respondents tended to understate peer disw 
approval in order to emphasize the difference in attitudes between 
their parents and their peers. In the adjusted lines, we have 
attempted to correct for that artifactual depression in the 1975, 
1977, and 1979 scores.24 We think the adjusted trend lines give a 
more accurate picture of the change ta.king place. For some reason, 
the question-context effect seems to have more influence on the 
questions dealing with cigarettes and alcohol than on those dealing 
with illicit drugs. 

• For each level of marijuana use-trying once or twice, occasional 
use, regular use-there had been a drop in perceived disapproval 
for both parents and friends up until 1977 or 1978. We know from 
our other findings that these perceptions correctly reflected actual 
shifts in the attitudes of their peer groups-that is, that acceptance 
of marijuana was in fact increasing among seniors (see Figures 26a 
and b). There is little reason to suppose such perceptions are less 
accurate in reflecting shifts in parents' attitudes. Therefore, we 
conclude that the social norms l':"<Tarding marijuana use among 
adolescents had been relaxing before 1979. However, consistent 
with the seniors' reports about their own attitudes, there has been 
a sharp reversal in peer norms regarding all levels of marijuana 
use. 

• Until 1979 there had been relatively little change in either self
reported attitudes or perceived peer attitudes toward 
amphetamine use, but in 1981 both measures showed significant 
and parallel dips in disapproval (a.s use rose sharply). Since 1981 
disapproval has been rising (as use has declined), and peer disapw 
proval is now at the highest level recorded in the study (85%). 

• Peer disapproval of LSD has been high and relatively stahle for 
some years. 

• While perceived attitudes of friends were not asked for cocaine 
(until 1986), or for barbiturates, it seems likely that such percepw 
tions moved in parallel to the seniors' own attitudes, since such 
parallel movement has been observed for virtually all othflr drugs. 
(See Figures 26a and h.) This would suggest that disapproval has 
risen gradually but steadily for barbiturate use since 1975. 
Regarding experimenting with cocaine, seniors' own disapproval 

24The correction evolved as follows: We assumed that a more accurate estimate of the true change 
between 1979 and 1980 could be obtained by taking an average of the changes observed in the year prior 
and the year subsequent, rather than by taking the observed change (which we knew to contain the effect of 
a change in question context). We thus calculated an adjusted 1979-1980 change score by taking an 
average of one-half the 1977-1979 change score (our best estimate of the 1978-1979 change:, plus the 1980-
1981 change score. This estimated change score was then subtracted from the observed change score for 
1979-1980, the difference being our estimate of the amount by which peer disapproval <;: the behavior in 
question was being understated because of the context in which the questions occurred prior to 1980. The 
1975, 1977, and 1979 observations were then adjusted upward by the amount of that correction factor. 
(Tabl~ 20 shows the correction factors in the first column.) 
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dropped from 1975 to 1979, but then rose very gradually through 
1991. Questions on perceived attitudes of friends for experimental 
and occasional use of cocaine were added in 1986. Between 1986 
and 1991, these show a sharp increase in peer disapproval of 
e~perimental or occasional cocaine use, with the proportion saying 
that their close friends would disapprove of their experimenting 
with cocaine rising from 80% in 1986 to 92% in 1991. This cor
responds to the period in which an ~lVen larger increase in perceived 
risk occurred, and we hypothesize that the change in the perceived 
dangers of a dru; contribute to changes in the acceptability of 
using that drug.2 

• Regarding regular cigarette smoking, the proportion of seniors 
saying that their friends would msapprove of them smoking a pack
a-day or more rose from 64% (acijusted version) in 1975 to 74% in 
1980. Beyond 1980, however, perceived peer disapproval has fluc
tuated by only a faw percentage points, and it remains at 74% in 
1991. 

• For alcohol the perceived peer norms for weekend binge drink
in,g moved pretty much in parallel with seniors' statements about 
their personal di"approval through 1985. This meant a slight 
decline in disapproval in the mid-seventies followed by a periOd of 
little change through 1984. Since then some divergence appears to 
have occurred, with seniors' reports of their own attitudes becoming 
less tolerant as perceived peer norms took longer to begin trending 
upward. 

Heavy daily drinking is seen by the great majority (86% in 1991) 
as disapproved by peers, with little systematic change over more 
than a decade. Taking one or two drinks nearly every day has seen 
some growth in peer disapproval since 1987. . 

EXPOSURE TO DRUG USE BY FRIENDS AND OTHERS 

It is generally acknowledged that much of youthful drug use is initiated through a peer 
social-Iealning process; and research has shown a high correlation between an 
individual's illicit drug use and that of his or her friends. Such a correlation can, and 
probably does, reflect several different causal patterns: (a) a person with friends who 
use a drug will be more likely to try the drug; (b) conversely, the individual who is 
already using a drug will be likely to introduce friends to the experience; and (c) one who 
is already a user is more likaly to establish friendships with others who also are users. 

Given the potential importance of exposure to drug use by others, we felt it would be 
useful to monitor students' association with others taking drugs, as well as their percep
tions '''' ':lout the extent to which their friends use drugs. Two sets of questions, each 

26Johnston, L.n. (1991) Toward a theory of drug epidemics. In R.L. Donohew, H. Sypher, & 
W. Bukoski (Eds.), Persuasiue OommunicatiOfl. and Drug Abuse Preuention (pp. 93-1.32), Hillsdale, N.J.: 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 
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covering all or nearly all of the categories of drug use treated in this report, asked 
seniors to indicate (a) how often during the past twelve months they were around people 
taking each of the drugs to get high or for "kicks," and (b) what proportion of their own 
friends use each of the drugs. (The questions dealing with friends' use are shown in 
Table 27. The data dealing with direct exposure to use may be found in Table 28.) 
Obvio'..lsly, responses to these two questions are highly correlated with the respondents' 
own d.rug use; thus, for example, seniors who have recently used marijuana are much 
more likely to report that they have been around others getting high on marijuana, and 
that most of their friends use it. 

Exposure to Drug Use by Seniors in 1991 

• A comparison of the aggregated responses about friends' use, and 
about being around people in the last twelve months who were 
using vario'us drugs to get high (in which questions reside on a dif
ferent form of the questionnaire), reveals a high degree of corre
spondence between these two indicators of exposure. For each 
drug, the proportion of respondents saying "none" of their friends 
use it is fairly close to the proportion who say that during the last 
twelve months they have not been around anyone who was using 
that drug to get high. Similarly, the proportion saylng they are 
"often" around people getting high on a given drug is roughly the 
same as the proportion reporting that "most" or lIa11" of their 
friends use that drug. 

• As would be expected, reports of exposure and friends' use closely 
parallel the figures on seniors' own use (compare Figures 2 and 28). 
It thus comes as no surprise that the highest levels of exposure 
involve alcohol; a majority (55%) say they are /loften" around 
people using it to get high. What may come as a surprise is that 
fully 30% of all seniors say that most or all of their friends go so far 
as to get drunk at least once a week. (This is consistent, however, 
wi.th the fact that 30% said they personally had taken five or more 
drinks in a row at least once during the prior two weeks.) 

• The drug to which students are next most frequently exposed is 
marijuana. Only 40% report no exposure during the year. Some 
16% are "often" around people using it to get high, and another 
19% are exposed "occasionally." But only one in ten {10%) now say 
that most or all of their friends fJmoke marijuana. 

• Amphetamines are next with 24% of seniors reporting some 
exposure to use in the prior year, and. 24% saying they have friends 
who use. 

• Some 21% of all seniors have been around someone using cocaine 
to get high over the past year, and a third (27%) say they have 
some friends who use it. 
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TABLE 26 

Friends' Use of Drugs as Estimated by 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

(Entries are percentages) 

Q. How many of your 
frlendswould 8th Gra~ l~,b GDld~. 12thQwll 
you estimate • •• 

Smoke marijuana 
% saying none 78.1 51.7 34.2 
% saying most or all 3.3 7.9 10.0 

Use inhalants 
% sa)ing none 79.5 82.7 80.8 
% saying most or all 2.4 1.4 0.7 

Take cocaine powcklr 
% saying none 91.6 85.3 80.2 
% saying most or ",11 0.9 0.8 1.8 

Take Ccrack-
% saying none 91.4 86.8 82.4 
% saying most or all 0.9 0.8 0.6 

Take heroin 
% saying none 93.9 92.2 88.6 
% saying most or all 0.7 0.6 0.4 

Drink alcoholic 
beverages 
% saying none 27.9 7.1 8.8 
% saying most or all 21.0 49.6 58.6 

Get drunk at least once 
a week 
% saying none 57.2 24.9 20.2 
% saying most or all 7.2 19.3 29.7 

Smoke cigarettes 
% saying none 32.3 18.8 14.3 
% saying most or all 11.8 18.2 21.8 

Use smokeless tobacco 
% saying none 63.5 46.9 NA 
% saying most or all 3.8 7.5 NA 

NOTE: Approximate No for this table are: 8th grade=17500, 10th grade=l4BOO, 12th grade=2340. 
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FIGURE 28 

Proportion of Friends Using Each Drug 
as Estimated by Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 
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FIGURE 28 (cont.) 

Proportion of Friends Using Each Drug 
as Estimated by Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

Twelfth Graders 
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• For the remaining illicit drugs there are far lower rates, with 
any exposure to use in the past year ranging from 16% for LSD 
down to 5% for heroin. 

• The majority of seniors (60%) report no exposure to illicit drugs 
other than marijuana during the prior year, but only a little over 
a third (36%) report no exposure to any illicit drug during the 
year. Thus exposure to marijuana use, at least, is still 
widespread, but exposure to the use of drugs other then. 
marijuana occurs for "only" 40% .. 

• Regarding cigarette smoking, one in every five seniors (22%) 
reports that most or all of his or her friends smoke, and 86% have 
at least some friends who smoke. 

Trends in. Exposure to Drug Use by Signiors 

• During the two-year interval from 1976 to 1978, seniors' reports of 
exposure to marijuana use increased in just about the same 
proportion as percentages of actual monthly use. In 1979 both 
exposure to use and actual use stabilized, and since 1979 both have 
been dropping. The proportion saying they are often around people 
using marijuana decreased by more than half, from 39% in 1979 to 
16% in 1991. 

• Cocaine r,nowed a consistent increase from 1976 to 1979 in the 
proportion of seniors exposed to users, as self-reported use rose. 
From 1979 to 1984 there was little change in exposure to use coin
ciding with a period of stability in self-reported use; and in 1985 
and 1986 there was some increase in reported exposure to use. 
(These were also the peak years in self-reported use.) Since 1986 
the seniors' exposure to cocaine use has been dropping steadily, and 
the proportion saying they have any friends who use dropped from 
46% in 1986 to 27% in 1991. In fact, in the two year interval from 
1989 to 1991, this statistic dropped eleven percentage points. 

• The relative stability in self-report data on inhalant use (adjusted) 
seems to be reflected in the exposure data, as well. 

• Since 1979 there had been a gradual decrease in exposure to the 
use of psychedelics other than LSD which coincided with a con
tin.ued decline in the self-reported use of this class of drugs. 

• Exposure to tranquilizer use has generally been declining 
gradually since 1976, as has actual use. 

• There also had been a gradual decrease in exposure to bar
biturates and LSD, from 1975 through 1980. Then exposure to 
the use of both of these drugs remained level for two years, as did 
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TABLE 27 

Trends in Proportion of Friends Using Dmgs as Estimated by Twelfth Graders 
(Entries are percentages) 

Q. How many of your Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class 
friends would of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of '90-'91 
you estimate • •• .llmi.lm.llIT1.l.mlJi7.a~.lm.l.982.~.lilli.i.l9aJi.l9li6.lm~li!lil!w.o.lm~ 

Take any ill:cit drug
a 

% saying none 14.2 15.4 13.1 12.5 11.0 12.5 14.6 13.7 17.4 19.0 17.6 17.8 18.3 20.9 23.1 29.0 30.9 +1.9 
% saying most or all 31.9 31.7 33.2 36.3 37.0 32.5 29.8 26.5 23.8 20.9 22.7 21.5 18.6 15.8 15.7 11.6 11.7 +0.1 

Take any illicit drug
a 

other than marijuana 
% saying none 33.3 44.5 42.5 43.6 38.7 37.6 36.7 35.3 38.8 38.7 38.2 36.7 37.6 43.5 43.8 49.9 53.7 +3.8B 
% saying most or all 10.6 8.9 7.7 8.5 10.4 11.1 11.9 10.9 11.0 10.3 10.4 10.3 9.2 6.9 7.7 5.1 4.6 -0.5 

Smoke marijuana 
% saying none 17.0 17.1 14.1 13.9 12.4 13.6 17.0 15.6 19.7 22.3 20.5 20.8 21.6 24.7 27.5 31.7 34.2 +2.5 

t-' % saying most or all 30.3 30.6 32.3 36.3 35.5 31.3 27.7 23.8 21.7 18.3 19.8 18.2 15.8 13.6 13.4 10.1 10.0 -0.1 
to 
t-' Use inhalants 

% saying none 75.7 81.4 81.1 80.0 80.9 82.2 83.5 81.6 83.9 80.7 78.8 77.6 75.3 75.2 77.9 80.0 80.8 +0.8 
% saying most or all 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.2 0.9 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.5 2.0 1.9 1.2 1.9 1.0 0.7 -0.3 

Use nitrites 
% saying none NA NA NA NA 78.4 81.0 82.6 82.5 85.5 85.0 84.4 82.0 81.7 86.4 86.7 89.6 91.1 +1.5 
% saying most or all NA NA NA NA 1.9 1.3 1.2 0.9 0.7 1.2 1.0 1.2 1.3 0.7 0.9 0.6 0.4 -0.2 

TakeI..SD 
% Baying none 63.5 69.4 68.1 70.1 71.1 71.9 71.5 72.2 76.0 76.1 70.6 75.5 74.7 75.9 74.8 75.0 76.6 +1.6 
% saying moat or all 2.7 2.8 3.0 2.0 1.9 1.8 2.2 2.4 1.4 2.0 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.5 2.4 1.9 1.7 -0.2 

'rake other psychedelics 
% saying none 58.8 69.7 68.6 70.8 71.8 71.8 73.7 74.4 77.9 78.7 78.0 77.7 78.3 82.2 81.9 Sf.! 84.9 +0.8 
~ !laying most or all 4.7 3.0 2.8 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.1 1.9 1.6 1.9 1.4 1.3 1.2 0.9 1.4 1.0 0.8 -0.2 

Take PCP 
% saying none NA NA NA NA 72.2 77.8 82.8 82.7 85.8 85.8 84.1 83.9 84.5 86.5 85.3 87.0 88.0 +1.0 
% saying most or all NA NA NA NA 1.7 1.6 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.1 0.8 1.2 0.5 0.5 0.0 

Take cocaine 
% saying none 66.4 71.2 69.9 66.8 61.1 58.4 59.9 59.3 62.4 61.1 56.2 54.4 06.3 62.3 62.6 68.3 73.2 +4.9811 
% saying most or all 3.4 3.2 3.6 4.0 6.0 6.1 6.3 4.9 5.1 5.1 5.8 6.2 5.1 3.4 3.7 2.1 1.5 -0.6 

Take "crack-
% saying none NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 72.6 74.6 73.9 80.8 82.4 +1.6 
% saying most or all NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.2 1.1 2.1 0.6 0.6 0.0 

(Table continued on next page) 



TABLE 27 (cont.) 

Trends in Proportion of Friends Using Drugs as Estimated by Twelfth Graders 
(Entries are percentages) 

Q. How many of your Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Clus Class Class Class Class Class Class 
friends would of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of '90-'91 
you estimate • •• .lfUIi:li!m~.llmi~~.lmU.llm2.lmi3.~.lmiIilmmlm~.lilBa.l9a2..lalU~ 

Take heroin 
% saying none 84.8 86.4 87.1 85.7 87.1 87.0 87.5 86.8 88.0 87.0 85.5 84.7 86.1 87.6 86.0 88.6 88.6 0.0 
% saying most or all 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.1 0.9 0.7 1.1 0.4 0.4 O.C 

Take other narcotics 
% saying none 71.2 75.9 76.3 76.8 76.9 77.6 76.9 76.1 79.2 78.6 77.2 78.2 76.8 80.8 80.8 82.S 86.3 +3.5ss 
% saying most or all 2.1 2.2 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.7 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.8 1.4 1.2 1.4 0.9 0.5 -0.4 

Take amphetamines 
% saying none 49.0 57.8 58.7 59.3 59.3 56.1 51.2 49.4 53.9 54.9 56.7 58.2 60.5 66.6 66.5 71.3 75.7 +4.4as 
% saying most or all 5.9 5.6 4.1 4.7 4.3 4.8 6.4 5.4 5.1 4.5 3.4 3.4 2.6 1.9 2.6 1.9 1.3 -0.6 

..... Take barbiturates 
to % saying non3 55.0 63.7 65.3 67.5 69.3 69.5 68.9 68.7 71.7 73.4 72.9 74.4 75.7 80.3 79.7 82.6 85.2 +2.6s t~ 

% saying most or all 4.3 3.5 3.0 2.3 2.1 2.6 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.1 1.1 1.4 0.6 0.5 -0.1 

Take quaaludes 
% saying Done 68.3 73.0 71.7 73.0 72.3 67.5 65.0 64.5 70.3 73.9 74.0 76.5 78.0 82.9 83.4 85.7 88.0 +2.3 
% saying most or all 3.0 1.8 2.9 2.2 2.8 3.6 3.6 2.6 2.6 1.7 1.3 1.6 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.8 0.5 -0.3 

Take tranquilizers 
% saying none 54.4 63.7 62.2 65.2 68.0 70.3 70.5 70.1 73.3 73.4 74.2 75.8 76.7 80.1 82.0 85.1 86.5 +1.4 
% eaying most or all 3.5 3.1 2.7 1.8 2.0 1.9 1.4 1.1 1.2 1.5 1.2 1.3 1.0 0.7 1.5 0.5 0.4 -0.1 

Drink alcoholic 
beverages 
% saying none 3.3 4.9 5.6 5.1 4.6 3.9 5.3 4.3 4.5 5.4 5.4 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.9 8.0 8.8 +0.8 
% saying most or all 68.4 64.7 66.2 68.9 68.5 68.9 67.7 69.7 69.0 66.6 66.0 68.0 71.8 68.1 67.1 60.5 58.6 -1.9 

Get drunk at least once 
a week 
% saying none 17.6 19.3 19.0 UtO 16.7 16.9 18.2 16.9 16.1 18.5 17.5 15.3 14.4 15.6 17.2 20.8 20.2 -0.6 
% saying most or all 30.1 26.6 27.6 30.2 32.0 30.1 29.4 29.9 31.0 29.6 29.9 31.8 31.3 29.6 31.1 27.5 29.7 +2.2 

Smoke cigarettes 
% saying none 4.8 6.3 6.3 6.9 7.9 9.4 11.5 11.7 13.0 14.0 13.0 12.2 11.7 12.3 13.5 15.1 14.3 -0.3 
% saying most or all 41.5 36.7 33.9 32.2 28.6 23.3 22.4 24.1 22.4 19.2 22.8 21.5 21.0 20.2 23.1 21.4 21.8 +0.4 

Approx.N = 2640 2697 2788 3247 2933 2987 3307 3303 3095 2945 2971 2798 2948 2961 2587 2361 2339 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent classes: s = .05, ss = .0 I, ass = .001. NA indicates data not available. 

~ese estimates were derived from responses to the questions listed above. "Any illicit drug" includes all of the druse listed except cigarettes and alcohol. pcp 
and the nitrites were not included in 1975 through 1978. "Crack- was not included in 1975 through 1986. 



TABLE 28 
Trends in Twelfth Graders' Exposure to Drug Use 

(Entries are percentages) 

Q. During the LAST 12 MONTHS how 
often MlJe you been around people CIs. CIs. Cis. CIs. Cis. Cis. CIs. Cis. Cis. Cis. Cis. CIa. Cis. Cis. Cis. Cis. CIs. 
who were taking each of the following of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of of '90-'91 
to get high or for -kicks'"? 1m m.§. 1m ma 191a llIDl ~ .l9B2. .lima .lim! .lilBfi. .liHi6. .lmI1, ~ .ll!ill! ~ llll ~ 

Any illicit drug a 
% saying not at all NA 17.4 16.5 15.1 15.0 15.7 17.3 18.6 20.6 22.1 22.3 24.5 26.1 28.7 31.4 32.4 35.8 +3.4s 
% saying often NA 34.8 39.0 40.7 40.4 36.3 36.1 31.4 29.8 28.3 27.2 26.3 23.3 20.8 22.0 20.7 18.2 -2.5 

Any illicit drug
a 

except n..aijuana 
% saying not at all NA 44.9 44.2 44.7 41.7 41.5 37.4 37.5 40.6 40.2 40.7 44.7 48.3 52.2 52.9 54.6 60.0 +5.488 
% saying often NA 11.8 13.5 12.1 13.7 14.1 17.1 16.6 14.2 14.6 12.9 12.1 10.2 9.6 10.7 9.2 7.9 -1.3 

Marijuana 
% saying not at all NA 20.5 19.0 17.3 17.0 18.0 19.8 22.1 23.8 26.6 26.5 28.0 29.6 33.0 35.2 36.6 40.4 +3.8s 
% saying often NA 32.5 37.0 39.0 38.9 33.8 33.1 28.0 26.1 24.8 24.2 24.0 20.6 17.9 19.5 17.8 16.0 -1.8 

LSD 
% saying not at all NA 78.8 80.0 81.9 81.9 82.8 82.6 83.9 86.2 87.5 86.8 86.9 87.1 86.6 86.0 85.1 84.3 -0.8 
% saying often NA 2.2 2.0 1.8 2.0 1.4 2.0 1.9 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.8 1.6 2.2 2.6 2.9 +0.3 

Other psychedelics 
% saying not at all NA 76.6 76.7 76.7 77.6 79.6 82.4 83.2 86.9 87.3 87.6 88.2 90.0 91.0 91.2 90.6 90.6 0.0 
% saying often NA 3.1 3.2 2.9 2.2 2.2 2.0 2.6 1.1 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.3 +0.1 

..... 
Cocaine to 

Co:! % saying not at all NA 77.0 73.4 69.8 64.0 62.3 63.7 66.1 66.7 64.4 61.7 62.6 66.1 69.8 69.8 72.3 78.7 +6.488S 
% saying often NA 3.0 3.7 4.6 6.8 5.9 6.6 6.6 5.2 6.7 7.1 7.8 5.9 5.1 5.4 4.7 3.4 -1.3 

Heroin 
% saying not at all NA 91.4 90.3 91.8 92.4 92.6 93.4 92.9 94.9 94.0 94.5 94.0 94.2 94.3 93.5 94.6 94.9 +0.3 
% saying often NA 0.8 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.4 0.6 1.0 0.7 1.1 0.5 1.0 0.9 0.8 1.0 0.5 0.9 +0.4 

Other narcotics 
% saying not at all NA 81.9 81.3 81.8 82.0 80.4 82.5 81.5 82.7 82.0 81.6 84.4 86.6 86.2 86.2 85.8 88.7 +2.9s 
% saying often NA 1.8 2.4 2.0 1.7 1.7 1.7 2.4 2.2 2.0 1.8 2.1 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.4 -0.2 

Amphetamines 
% saying not at all NA 59.6 60.3 60.9 68.1 59.2 60.5 49.8 53.9 55.0 69.0 63.5 68.3 72.1 72.6 71.7 76.4 +4.788 
% saying often NA 6.8 7.9 6.7 7.4 8.3 12.1 12.3 10.1 9.0 6.5 5.8 4.5 4.1 4.7 4.1 3.1 -1.0 

Barbiturates 
% saying not at all NA 69.0 70.0 73.6 73.6 74.8 74.1 74.3 77.6 78.8 81.1 84.2 86.9 87.6 88.2 86.7 90.0 +3.:188 
% sayingoft.en NA 4.5 5.0 3.4 3.3 3.4 4.0 4.3 3.0 2.7 1.7 2.1 1.5 1.4 1 .. 7 1.7 1.2 -0.5 

Tranquilizers 
% saying not at all NA 67.7 66.0 67.5 67.5 70.9 71.0 73.4 76.6 76.9 76.6 80.4 81.6 81.8 84.9 83.7 85.8 +2.1 
% saying often NA 5.6 6.3 4.9 4.3 3.2 4.2 3.5 2.9 2.9 2.2 2.5 2.6 2.2 2.1 1.9 1.4 -0.6 

Alcoholic beverages 
% saying not at all NA 6.0 5.6 5.6 5.2 6.3 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.9 6.1 6.S 7.7 6.4 8.3 +1.9s 
% saying often NA 57.1 60.8 60.8 61.2 60.2 61.0 69.3 60.2 58.7 59.5 68.0 58.7 56.4 55.5 56.1 54.5 -1.6 

Approx.N= NA 2950 3075 3682 3253 3259 3608 3645 3334 3238 3252 3078 3296 3300 2795 2556 2525 

f:JOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent classes: s = .05, 88 = .01, 88S = .001. NA indicates data not. available. 
'"These estimates were derived from responses to the questions listed above. • Any illicit drug'" includes all drugs listed except nllX'hol. 



the usage figures. After that, barbiturates have shown a continu
ing decline in both use and exposure to use. Exposure to LSD 
reached a low point by about 1985, and has remained stable since. 

• Trend data are available only since 1979 on friends' use of PCP or 
the nitrites. For both drugs, exposure to friends' use had dropped 
significantly between 1979 and 1983. Only half as many seniors in 
1983 (14%) said any of their friends used PCP compared with 
seniors in 1979 (28%). The corresponding drop for nitrites was 
from 22% to 15%. Since 1983 there has been some further, but 
more modest, decrease in exposure for both drugs. 

• The proportion having any friends who used amphetamines rose 
from 41% to 51% between 1979 and 1982-paralleling the sharp 
increase in reported use over that period. The proportion saying 
they were around people using amphetamines lito get high or for 
kicks" also jumped substantially between 1980 and 1982 (by 9% to 
50%).26 It then fell continually by a full 26 percentage points 
between 1982 and 1991 as self-reported use has been declining. 

• Between 1978 and 1981 methaqualone use rose, as did the 
proportion of seniors saying some of their friends used it. A decline 
in both use and friends use sta.rted in 1982·, and by 1991 the 
proportion of seniors saying they had any friends who use 
quaaludes fell by two-thirds (down from 35% to 12% between 1981 
and 1991). Usage rates showed a similar decline. 

• The proportion saying that "most or all" of their friends smoke 
cigarettes dropped steadily and substantially between 1976 and 
1981, from 37% to 22%. During this period self:'reported use 
dropped markedly, and more seniors perceived their friends as dis
approving regular smoking. After 1981, friends' use and self
reported use remained relatively stable; in 1991 the rate is the 
same as it was in 1981. In 1977, the peak year for actual use, 34% 
said most or all of their friends smoked; in 1981, 22.4%, and in 
1991, 21.8%. 

• The proportion saying most or all of their friends get drunk at 
least once a week had been increasing steadily between 1976 and 
1979, from 27% to 32%, in a period in which the prevalence of 
occasional heavy drinking was rising by about the same amount. 
After that, there was little change in either measure for about five 
years. Beginning in 1984 and 1985, self-reports by seniors of their 
own heavy drinking began to decline; but reported heavy drinking 
by friends has shown only a very slight decline. Without question 

26Thls finding was importantl since it indicated that E'. substantial part of the increase observed in 
self-reported amphetamine use was due to things other than simply an increase in the use of over-the
counter diet pills or stay-awake pills, which presumably are not used to get high. Obviously, more young 
people were using stimulants for recreational purposes. There atill remained the question, of course, of 
whether the active ingredients in those stimulants really were amphetamines. 
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what remains the most impressive fact here, is that almost one~ 
third of all high school seniors (30% in 1991) say that mORt (pr all of 
thE~ir friends get drunk at least once a week. And only about one in 
five (20%) say that none of their friends get drunk that often. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR VALIDITY OF SELF .. REPORTED USAGE QUESTIONS 

We have noted a high degree of correspondence in the aggregate level data presented in 
this report among seniors' self-reports of their own drug use, their reports concerning 
friends' use, and their own exposure to use. Drug-to-drug comparisons in any given 
year across these three types of measures tend to be highly parallel, as are the changes 
from year to year.27 We take this consistency as additional evidence for the validity of 
the self-report data, and of trends in the self-report data, since there should be less 
reason to distort answers on friends' use, or general exposure to use, than to distort the 
reporting of one's own use. 

FRffiNDS' USE AT LOWER GRADE LEVELS 

• As would be expected, eighth and tenth grade students are con
siderably less likely to have friends who use the various drugs than 
twelfth graders (Table 26). For example, for powder cocaine, 
crack cocaine, and heroin fewer than 10% of the eighth graders 
and fewer than 15% of the tenth graders have any friends who use. 

• For marijuana, however, nearly a quarter of the eighth graders 
and half of the tenth graders have friends who use. 

o Exposure to alcohol use through friends is much more widespread, 
with nearly three-quarters (72%) of the eighth graders and 93% of 
the tenth graders having friends who use. In fact, a fifth of the 
eighth graders and half of the tenth gr~.ders say that most or all of 
their friends drink, and the proportions saying that most or all of 
their friends get drunk at least once a week is one in fourteen and 
one in five, respectively. 

• Exposure to cigarette smoking through friends also is very high 
for these children, with two-thirds of the eighth graders and more 
than 80% of the tenth graders saying they have some friends who 
smoke. 

27Those minor instances of noncorrespondence may well result from the larger sampling errors in our 
estimates of these environmental variables, which are measured on a sample size one-fifth or one-sixth the 
size of the self-reported usage measures. 
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PERCEIVED AV AlLABILITY OF DRUGS 

One set of questions asks for estimates of how difficult it would be to obtain each of a 
number of different drugs if they wanted them. The answers range across five 
categories from ('probably impossible" to livery easy.,,28 While no systematic effort has 
been undertaken to assess directly the validity of these measures, it must be said that 
they do have a rather high level of face validity-particularly if it is the subjective 
reality of ('perceived availability" which is purported to be measured. It also seems quite 
reasonable to us to assume that perceived availability tracks actual availability to some 
extent. 

Perceived Availa.bility in 1991 

• There are substantial differences in the reported availability of the 
various drugs. In general, the more widely used drugs are reported 
to be available by the highest proportion of the age group, as would 
be expected (see Table 29). 

o The availability of alcohol and cigarettes was not even asked of 
seniors since we assume that these drugs are almost universally 
available to them. However, they are asked of the eighth and tenth 
graders, and even at these grade levels the availability is extremely 
high. Cigarettes are seen as most available: 76% of eighth graders 
and 91% of tenth graders think they would be fairly or very easy to 
get. 

• Alcohol is seen as only slightly less available, with two-thirds of 
the eighth graders (67%) and 84% of the tenth graders saying they 
could get it fairly easily. 

• By contrast, the illicit drugs are seen as far less accessible by these 
younger students. Marijuana is described as fairly easy to get by 
little more than a quarter of the eighth graders (28%), with 
amphetamines (23%) and barbiturates (21%) coming next. All 
of the other illicit drugs are seen as available by between 13% 
and 17% of the eighth graders. We assume that many inhalants, 
like glues and aerosols, are virtually universally available, and 
therefore, a question on their aVflilability was not included. 

• When we compare eighth, tenth, and twelfth grade, we find that 
perceived availability rises sharply with grade level. For example, 
while 28% of eighth graders say marijuana would be fairly easy to 
get, 58% of tenth graders say that, and 83% of twelfth graders say 
it would be fairly easy to get. In fact, for virtually all drugs, the 
proportion of students saying they are available to them doubles or 
triples between eighth grade and tenth grade. These differences 
are surely due, in large part, to the overall differences in preva
lence rates across these grade levels: the children in lower grades 

28In the questionnaire used with eighth and tenth graders, an additional answer category of "don't 
know" is offered. Gemli'ally 12% or less of the respondents selected this answer. 
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are likely to have fewer friends who use, and thus, are less likely to 
have access through those friends. They may also reflect less will
ingness and/or less motivation on the part of those who deal drugs 
to establish contact with younger children. 

• Marijuana also appears to be almost universally available to high 
school seniors; some 83% report that they think it would be "very 
easy" or "fairly easy" for them to get-46% more than the number 
who report ever having used it. 

• After marijuana, seniors indicate that the psychotherapeutic drugs 
are among the easiest to obtain as was true for the lower grades: 
amphetamines are seen as available by 57% of seniors, bar
biturates by 42%, and tranquilizers by 41 %. 

• More than half of the seniors (51%) now see cocaine as readily 
available to them, and 40% of all seniors think crack is readily 
available. 

• LSD, other psychedelics, and opiates other than heroin are 
reported as available by substantial minorities of seniors (40%, 
28%, and 35%, respectively). See Table 30 for the full list of drugs 
included in the questions of seniors, some of which were not asked 
of the younger students. 

• Amyl and butyl nitrites are seen by the fewest seniors (23%) as 
being easy to get, perhaps reflecting the proliferation of state laws 
making over-the-:counter sales of th-Jse drugs illegal. 

• Among seniors, the great majority (usually two-thirds or more) of 
fairly recent users of all drugs-that is, of those who have illicitly 
used the drug in the past year-feel that it would be easy for them 
to get that same type of drug. (Data are not displayed here.) 

Trends in Perceived Availability for Seniors 

Trend data on availability, so far, are only available for seniors. They are 
presented in Figures 29a and b and in Table 30. ,. 

• Marijuana, for the first time since the study was begun in 1975, 
showed a small but statistically significant decline in perceived 
availability (down 3.9%) between 1982 and 1984, undoubtedly due 
to the reduced proportion of seniors who have friends who use. 
There has been little further change since then, and 83% of the 
class of 1991 think marijuana would be easy to get. 

• Amphetamines showed a jump in availability of 11 percentage 
points between 1979 and 1982; but availability has dropped back 
by 14 percentage points in the years since. 
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TABLE 29 

Perceived Availability of Drugs 
Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991 

Percentage saying "fairly easy" or iivery easy" to geta 

Q. How difficult do you think 
it would be for you to get 
each of the following types 
of drugs, if you wanted some? 8th Grade 10th Grade 12th Grade 

Marijuana 25.9 53.9 83.3 

LSD 12.4 23.6 39.5 

PCP 10.9 17.2 27.6 

"Crack" 14.3 25.9 39.9 

Cocaine powder 14.5 26.7 46.0 

Heroin 11.4 17.4 30.6 

Some other narcotic 13.8 21.3 34.6 

Amphet&mines 20.9 33.3 57.3 

Barbitu:<'ates 18.6 28.5 42.4 

Tranquilizers 15.1 24.5 40.8 

Cigarettes 72.6 88.4 NA 

Alcohol 64.1 82.7 NA 

Crystal methamphetamine 10.6 14.4 22.3 

Steroids 15.6 27.6 54.1 

Approx. N= (17500) (14800) (2480) 

NOTE: For 8th and lOth grades, the following drugs were asked about in only one of the 
two ques~onnaiY'e forms: LSD, PCP, heroin, other narcotics, amphetamines, 
barbiturates, tranquilizers, and crystal methamphetamine. 

aAnswer alternatives were: (1) Probably impossible, (2) Very difficult, (3) Fairly difficult, 
(4) Fairly easy, (5) Very easy. For 8th and 10th grades, there was another category 
- "Can't say, drug unfamiliar" - which was included in the calculation of these 
percentages. 
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Q. How difficult do you think 
it would be for you to 
get each of the following 
types of drugs. if you 
wanted some? 

Marijuana 

Amyl & Butyl Nitrites 

I.SD 

pcp 

TABLE 30 

Trends in Perceived Availability of Drugs, Twelfth Graders 

Percentage saying drug would be "Faily 
easy" or "Very easy" for them to get 

Class Class Class Class Class Class Class elMS Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class 
d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~1 

.lilm .li!m .l[l1 .lWl 1m .ll!B.!l .ll!al. .li!B2. .llm.a .lllBi .ll!Bli .ll!B6. .1lm1 l~ .li1Ba 19.aO. 1m Wllat 

87.8 87.4 87.9 il7.8 90.1 89.0 89.2 88.5 8S.2 84.S 85.5 85.2 84.8 85.0 84.3 84.4 83.3 -1.1 

mmmmmmmmmmmm~~~~~~ 

46.2 37.4 34.5 32.2 34.2 35.3 35.0 34.2 30.9 30.6 30.5 28.5 31.4 33.3 38.3 40.7 39.5 -1.2 

mmmmmmmmmmmm~~~~~~ 

Some other psychedelic 47.8 35.7 33.8 33.8 34.6 35.0 32.7 30.S 26.6 26.6 26.1 24.9 25.0 26.2 28.2 28.3 28.0 -0.3 

Cocaine 

"Crack" 

37.0 34.0 33.0 37.8 45.5 47.9 47.5 47.4 43.1 45.0 48.9 51.5 64.2 55.0 58.7 54.5 51.0 -3.5s 

mmmmmmmmmmmm~~~~~~ 

Cocaine powder NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 52.9 50.3 53.7 49.0 46.0 -3.0 

Heroin 24.2 18.4 17.9 16.4 18.9 21.2 19.2 20.8 19.3 19.9 21.0 22.0 23.7 28.0 31.4 31.9 30.6 -1.3 

Some other narcotic 
(including methadone) 34.5 26.9 27.8 26.1 28.7 29.4 29.6 30.4 30.0 32.1 33.1 32.2 33.0 35.8 38.3 38.1 34.6 -3.6s 

Amphetamines 67.8 61.8 68.1 58.5 59.9 61.3 69.5 70.8 68.5 68~ 66.4 64.3 64.5 63.9 64.3 69.7 67.3 -2.4 

Barbituratee 60.0 64.4 52.4 50.6 49.8 49.1 54.9 55.2 52.5 51.9 51.3 48.3 48.2 47.8 48.4 46.9 42.4 -3.5s 

Tranquilizers 71.8 65.5 64.9 64.3 61.4 59.1 SO.8 58.9 55.3 54.5 54.7 51.2 48.6 49.1 45.3 44.7 40.8 -3.98 

Approx.N= 2627 2865 3065 3598 3172 3240 3678 3602 3385 3269 3274 3077 3271 3231 2806 2649 2476 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference bet.ween the two most recent classes: s = .05, 88 = .01, sss = .001. NA indicates data not available. 

a Answer alternatives were: (1) Probably impossible, (2) Very difficult, (3) Fairly difficult, (4) Fairly easy, and (6) Very easy. 



• The perceived availability of barbiturates also jumped about 6% 
between 1980 and 1982, but dropped back by 13 points in subse
quent years. 

• Between 1977 and 1980 there was a substantial increase (15 per
centage points) in the perceived availability of cocaine (see Figures 
29a and b and Table 30). Among recent cocaine users there also 
was a substantial increase observed over that three-year interval 
(data not shown). Availability then leveled, and dropped some in 
1983 and 1984, before rising significantly (by 4%) in 1985. Per
ceived availability rose another 2.6% in 1986. Since 1986 actual 
use of cocaine has dropped sharply, but reported availability con
tinued to rise through "1989. The fact that there was no drop in 
perceived availability between 1986 and 1989 leads us to discount 
supply reduction as a possible explanation for the significant 
decline in use observed in those years. Between 1989 and 1991 
there was a significant 8 percentage point decrease in perceived 
availability-perhaps reflecting the impact of the greatly reduced 
proportion of Se!l.iors who have friends who use (which dropped by 
11 percentage points in the same interval). 

• The use of tranquilizers has been declining fairly steadily since 
1977, and perceived availability has declined over the same period, 
though by a smaller proportion. 

• The perceived availability of LSD dropped sharply between 1975 
and 1986 (from 46% to 29% saying it could be fairly easy to get). 
Since then availability rose back to 40% in 1990, where it remained 
in 1~91. The availability of other psychedelics also dropped shar
ply between 1975 and 1978, and since 1978 has shown a further 
decline of 6%. During the latter period the use of PCP dropped sub
stantially, although availability has risen slightly in recent years. 

• For a full decade (between 1976 and 1986) there was not much 
change in the perceived availability of heroin. Between 1986 and 
1989 there was a significant increase, but availability has changed 
very little since. 

• Other opiates have shown a very slight, gradual, upward shift in 
availability, from 27% in 1976 to 38% in 1990. In 1991, however, 
there was a significant decline. 

• All these trends in perceived availability are similar when we 
restrict the ')ample to recent users of each of the drugs (data not 
shown). 

The Importance of Supply Reduction vs. Demand Reduction 

• Overall, it is important to note that supply reduction does not 
appear to have played a major role in perhaps the two most impor
tant downturns in use which have occurred to date-namely, those 
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for marijuana and cocaine. (See earlier Figures 23 and 24.) In 
the case of cocaine, perceived availability was actually rising 
during much of the period of downturn in use-a conclusion which 
ig corroborated by data from the Drug Enforcement Administration 
on trends in the price and purity of cocaine on the streets. In the 
case of marijuana, availability has remained almost universal in 
this age group over the last twelve years, while use has dropped 
substantially. Similarly, amphetamine use has declined 
appreciably since 1981 with only a modest corresponding change in 
perceived availability . 

.. What has changed dramatically are young peoples' beliefs about 
the d.angers of using marijuana and cocaine; and, as we have been 
saying for some years, we believe these changes have led to a 
decrease in use directly through their impact on the young peoples' 
demand for these drugs, and indirectly through their impact on 
personal disapproval and subsequently on peer norms. Because 
perceived risks of amphetamine use were not changing much when 
amphetamine use was declining substantially (1981-1986), other 
factors must help to account for the decline in demand for tha\' 
class of drugs-quite conceivably a displacement to cocaine. And 
because the three classes of drugs (marijuana. cocaine and 
amphetamines) have shown different patterns of change, it is 
highly unlikely that a general factor (e.g., a general shift against 
drug use) can explain the various trends. 
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Chapter 10 

OTHER FINDINGS FROM THE STUDY 

Each year this section presents additional recent findings from the Monitoring the 
Future study. Some of these have been published recently as journal articles or chap
tersi however, the first two analyses included here-on the use of nonprescription 
stimulants a.nd daily marijuana use-have not been reported elsewhere. 

THE USE OF NONPRESCRIPTION STIMULANTS 

As is discussed in other chapt.ors of this report, between 1979 and 1981 we observed a 
substantial increase in reported stimulant use by high school students. We had reason 
to believe that a fair part of that increase was attributable to nonprescription 
stimulants of two general tYI'es- "look-alike" drugs (pseudo-amphetamines, usually sold 
by mail order, which look like, and often have names that sound like, real 
amphetamines) and over-~he-counter stimulants (primarily diet pills and stay-awake 
pills). These drugs usually contain caffeine, ephedrine, and/or phenylpropanolamine as 
their active ingredients. 

Beginning with the 1982 survey we introduced new questions on some questionnaire 
forms in order to more accurately assess the use of amphetamines as well as to assess 
the use of the "look-alikes," diet pills, and stay-awake pills of the nonprescription 
variety. For example, on one of the five questionnaire forms in 1982-1988 and on one of 
six questionnaire forms beginning in 1989, respondents were asked to indicate I on how 
many occasions (if any) . they had taken nonprescription diet pills such a~ Dietac"', 
Dexatrim"', and Prolamine'" (a) in their lifetime, (b) in the prior twelve months, and (c) 
in the prior thirty days. (These correspond to the standard usage questions asked for all 
drugs.) Similar questions were asked about nc·nprescription stay-awake pills (such as 
No-Doz"', Vivarin"', Wake'", and Caffedrine"') and the "look-alike" stimulants. (The lat
ter were described at some length in the actual question.) 

On three of the five questionnaire forms in 1982 and 1983 (and in all questionnaire 
forms thereafter) respondents were also asked about their use of prescription 
amphetamines, with very explicit instructions to exclude the use of over-the-counter and 
"look-alike" drugs. These questions yielded the data described in this volume as 
"stimulants, adjusted." Her,s we will refer to them as "amphetamines, adjusted," to dis
tinguish them more clearly from the nonamphetamine stimulants. 

Prevalence of Use in 1991 Among Seniors 

• Tables 31a-c give the prevalence levels for these various classes of 
stimulants. As can be seen, a substantial proportion of students 
(17%) have used over-the-counter diet pills and 4% have used 
them in just the past month. Some 0.5% are using them daily. 

205 



'fABLE31a 

Non-Prescription Diet Pills: Trends in Twelfth Grade}iS' 
Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence, by Sex 

(Entries are percentages) 

Class 
of '90-'91 

~.ll!aa.~l.9B.5..llUidlla1.lllaa.llt.llll.lmlfm~ 

~~W~D~ 

Lifetime 

Total 29.6 31.4 29.7 28.7 26.6 25.5 21.5 19.9 17.7 17.2 -0.5 

Males 16.5 17.4 14.8 14.8 13.1 12.4 9.4 9.1 7.8 5.9 -1.9 
Females 42.2 44.8 43.1 41.5 39.7 38.3 32.6 30.2 28.3 28.1 -0.2 

Annual 

Total 20.5 20.5 18.8 16.9 15.3 13.9 12.2 10.9 10.4 8.8 -1.6 

Males 10.7 10.6 9.2 9.0 6.9 6.4 4.9 4.3 4.3 3.0 -1.3 
Females 29.5 30.0 27.5 24.4 23.2 21.1 18.8 17.2 16.7 14.2 -2.5 

Thirty-Day 

Total 9.8 9.5 9.9 7.3 6.5 5.8 5.1 4.8 4.3 3.7 -0.6 

Males 5.0 4.0 4.8 3.7 3.2 2.7 1.8 2.3 1.9 1.4 -0.5 
Females 14.0 13.7 14.2 10.7 9.6 8.9 8.3 7.0 6.7 5.5 -1.2 

NOTE: Level of rugnificanoe of diJTerenc:e between the two moat recent classes: 
1\ '" .05, as= .01, 88S = .001. 

Buata based on one form N. Total N in 1982-1989 is approxilIUltely 3300. In 1990-
1991, the total N is approximately 2600. 
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TABLE31b 

Stay-Awake Pills: Trends in Twelfth Graders' a 
Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence, by Sex 

(Entries are percentages) 

ClasB 
of '90-'91 

.lml.a ma l.a8! ~ ~ .l.aB.I .If!aR J.aa.a .wm 1m wu:um 

Preyalence 

[Metime 

Total 19.1 20.4 22.7 26.3 31.5 37.4 37.4 36.3 37.0 37.0 0.0 

Males 20.2 22.3 23.2 28.0 32.0 34.8 38.0 37.7 35.3 36.0 +0.7 
Females 16.9 18.2 21.7 24.9 31.3 39.4 36.7 35.1 39.2 37.9 -1.3 

Annual 

Total 11.8 12.3 13.9 18.2 22.2 25.2 26.4 23.0 23.4 22.2 -1.2 

Males 12.8 13.8 15.4 19.7 22.3 25.5 27.6 24.8 22.3 22.3 0.0 
Females 10.0 10.5 12.5 17.0 22.2 25.0 25.2 21.7 24.5 22.0 -2.5 

Thirty-Day 

Total 5,5 5.3 5.8 7.2 9.6 9.2 9.8 8.5 7.3 6.8 -0.5 

Males 
Females 

6.0 5.5 6.2 7.7 9.5 9.3 11.0 10.0 7.1 7.6 +0.5 
4.7 4.5 5.5 6.7 9.3 9.1 8.6 6.9 7.3 5.5 -1.8 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference between the two moat recent clll88C8: 
s = .05, 88 = .01, 88B = .001. 

~ata based nn one form N. Total N in 1982-1989 is approximately 3300. In 1990-
1991, the total N is approximately 2600. 
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TABLE31c 

Look·AliJ.tes: Trends in Twelfth Graders' a Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence, by Sex 
(Entries are percentages) 

Class 
of '90-'91 

.llmZ..laB.aJJlB.i~~.lW..uma.lllll.a.lllaO..lmWn!m 

fnl:illhm~ 

Lifetime 

Total 15.1 14.13 15.3 14.2 12.7 11.9 11.7 10.5 10.7 8.9 -1.8 

Males 13.6 14.2 14.1 14.1 12.3 10.9 10.4 10.1 11.6 8.3 -3.3s 
Femrues 15.1 14.4 15.2 13.8 12.6 12.3 12.1 10.2 9.9 8.8 -1.1 

Annual 

Total 10.8 9.4 9.7 8.2 6.9 6.3 5.7 5.6 5.6 5.2 -0.4 

Males 9.5 9.2 9.7 8.3 6.5 6.4 4.2 6.1 6.6 4.9 -1.7 
Females 10.7 8.6 8.5 7.8 6.7 6.0 6.3 5.0 4.6 4.7 +0.1 

Th~' ,·Day 

Total 5.6 5.2 4.4 3.6 3.4 2.7 2.7 2.4 2.3 2.1 -0.2 

Males 4.0 4.5 4.5 3.8 3.4 2.4 1.7 2.3 2.6 2.0 -0.6 
Females 5.2 5.4 3.8 3.1 3.0 2.7 3.0 2.2 1.8 1.8 0.0 

NOTE: Level of significance of diIl'erenoe between the two most recent cla88es: 
8 = .05, 88::: .01, 88S = .001. 

~ata based on one form N. Total N in 1982-1989 is approximately 3300. In 1990-
1991, the total N is approximately 2600. 

208 



• Based on the data presented earlier in this repv.rt, we know that 
very similar proportions are using actual a.mphetamines 
(adjusted): 15% lifetime, 3% monthly, and 0.2% daily prevalence. 

• Fewer students lmowingly use the "look-alikes" than use diet pills 
or amphetamines (adjusted): 9% lifetime, 2% monthly, and 0.1% 
daily prevalence. Of course, it is probable that some proportion of 
those who think they are getting real amphetamines have actually 
been sold "look-alikes," which are far cheaper for drug dealers to 
purchase. 

'. Currently, stay-awake pills are the most widely used stimulant: 
37% lifetime, 7% mon.thly, and 0.3% daily prevalence. 

• In 1983 the newly revised question on amphetamine use yielded 
prevalence estimates which were about one-quarter to one-third 
lower than the original version of the question, indicating that 
some distortion in the unadjusted estimates was occurring as a 
result of the inclusion of some nonprescription stimulant use. 

Subgroup Differences 

• Figure 30 shows the prevalence figures for these drug classes for 
males and females separately. It can be seen that the use of diet 
pills is dramatically higher among females than among males. In 
fact, the absolute prevalence levels for females are impressively 
high, 28% report some experience with them and 6%-or one in 
every seventeen females-report use in just the last month. For all 
other stimulants the prevalence rates for both sexes are fairly 
close. 

• A similar comparison for those planning four years of college 
(referred to here as the "college-bound") and those who are not 
shows some differences as well (data not shown). As is true for the 
controlled substances, use of the "look-alikes" is lower among the 
college-bound (4% annual prevalence vs. 7% among the noncollege
bound). 

This year's results show no difference between these two groups in 
their use of diet pills; annual prevalence is 9% for both college
bound and noncollege-bound. Use of stay-awake pills is only 
slightly higher for the college-bound-annual prevalence is 22% 
vs. 21% for the noncollege-bound. 

• There have not been any dramatic regional differences in the use of 
diet pills, but the 1990 and 1991 data show distinctly higher rates 
for "look-alikes" and stay-awake pills in the North Central region. 

• All three nonprescription stimulants have lowest prevalence in the 
large cities. 
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TABLE 32 

Percent of Twelfth Graders in Each 
Category of an Dlicit Drug Use Index 

Who Have Tried Various Over-the-Counter Stlmul.&nts 
1991 

LW;:Umll D1illit Drui ~ 

MiU'ijuana Other 
Ltfetime UBC of ... Nstlla.a .om Illillit Drua 

Diet Pills 10.Sa 16.4 34.3 

Stay-Awake Pills 23.6 42.6 66,5 

-r.ook-Alikes- 2.6 6.1 27.0 

ApproLN- (1316) (443) (579) . 

antis means that, of those who have never used an illicit drug, 10.8% have used a 
diet pill at least once. 
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• The use of all of the nonprescription stimulants (i.e., diet pills, 
stay-awake pills, and "look-alikes") is substantially higher 
among those who have had experience with the use of illicit drugs 
than among those who have not, and higheRt among those who 
have become most involved with illicit drugs (see Table 32). For 
example, only 2.6% of those who have abstained from any illicit 
drug use report ever having used a "look-alike" stimulant, com
pared to 6.1% of those who report having used only marijuana and 
27% of those who report having used some illicit drug other than 
marijuana. 

Trends in Use Among Seniors 

• Because these questions were new in 1982, trends can be assessed 
directly only since then. 

• However, it is worth noting that the adjusted 1982 figures for 
amphetamines are higher than the unadjusted figures for all 
years prior to 1980. (See Tables 11 through 14.) This suggests 
that there was indeed an increase in amphetamine use between 
1979 and 1982-or at least an increase in what, to the best of the 
respondent's lmowledge, were amphetamines. 

• In recent years, there have been increased legislative and law 
enforcement efforts to curb the manufacture and distribution of 
"look-alike" pills. Perhaps as a result, the use of these pills 
decreased from 1982 to 1991; for example, annual prevalence went 
from 10.8% in 1982 to 5.7% in 1988. Most of the decline occurred 
among those who have had experience with illicit drugs other than 
marijuana-the group primarily involved in the use of "look
alikes". Since 1988 use has remained essentially level. 

• Use of diet pills decreased between 1983 and 1991. Over that 
interval annual prevalence fell from 20.5% to 8.8%. Nearly all of 
this decline or.curred among the group who had used illicit drugs 
other than marijuana. 

• The use of stay-awake pills had increased significantly in the early 
to mid-eighties; annual prevalence increased from 12% in 1982 to 
26% in 1988. Since then it has dropped back somewhat, to 22% in 
1991. Both the increase and decrease occurred primarily among 
those who have had experience in the use of illicit drugs, including 
those who had used only marijuana (data not shown), 

• All subgroups (defined by sex, college plans, region of the country, 
and population size) showed similarly large increases from 1982 to 
1988 in their use of stay-awake pills. All subgroups decreased in 
annual prevalence between 1988 and 1991 except for an increase of 
3.0% in the North Central region. 
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FIGURE 30 

Prevalence and Recency of Use, by Sex 
Amphetamines and Non-Prescription Stimulants 
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• Subgroup differences in trends for diet pills and look-alikes for 
the most part reflect the overall trends. 

'J.1HE USE OF MARIJUANA ON A DAILY BASIS 

In past reports in this series, we summarized a number of findings regarding daily 
marijuana users, including what kind of people they are, how use changes after high 
school for different subgroups, and what daily users see to be the negative consequences 
of their use.29 In 1982 a special question segment was introduced into the study in one 
of the five questionnaire forms in order to secure more detailed measurement of 
individual patterns of daily use. (This question was included in one of six forms since 
1988.) More specifically, respondents were asked (a) whether at any time during their 
lives they had ever used marijuana on a daily or near-daily basis for at least a month 
and, if so, (b) how recently they had done that, (c) when they first had done it, and (d) 
how many total months they had smoked marijuana daily, cumulating over their whole 
lifetime. The results of our analyses of these questions follow. 

Lifetime Prevnlence of Daily Use 

• Current' daily use, defined as use on twenty or more occasions in 
the past thirty days, has been fluctuating widely since the study 
began, as we know from the trend date presented earlier in this 
report. J[t rose from 6.0% among seniors in 1975 to 10.7% in 1978, 
then declined to 2.0% in 1991. 

• Since lH82, we have found the lifetime prevalence of daily use 
for a month or more to be far higher than current daily use-e.g., 
at 9.0% or one in every eleven seniors in 1991, vs. 2.0% for current 
daily use. 1n other words, the proportion who describe themselves 
as having been daily or near-daily users at some time in their lives 
is more than four times as higl" as the number who describe thenl
selves as current daily users. However, we believe it very likely 
that thi.s ratio has changed dramatically over the life of the study 
as a result of the large secular trends in daily use. Therefore, it 
would be inaccurate to extrapolate to the class of 1978, for 
example, and deduce that their lifetime prevalence of daily use was 
four times their 10.7% current use figure that year. (An investiga
tion of data from a follow-up panel of the class of 1978 confirms 
this assertion.) 

• Utilizing data collected in 1989 from follow-up panels from the ear
lier graduating classes of 1976 through 1988, we found that the 
lifetime prevalence of daily marijuana use for these graduates 
(ranging in age from about 19 to 31) was 20%. Approximately one-

29For the original reports see the following, which are available froln the author: Johnston, 
L.D. (1981). Frequent marijuana use: Correlates, possible effects, and reasons :for using and quitting. In 
R. DeSilva, R. Dupont, & G. Russell (Eds.), Treating the marijuana dependent person, New York: The Ameri
can Council on Marijuana. Also see Johnston, L.n. (1982). A review and analysis of recent changes in 
marijuana use by American young people. In Marijuana: The national impact on education, New York: The 
American Council on Marijuana. 
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fourth of the older portion of that group-graduates from the clas
ses of 1976 through 1979-indicate having been daily marijuana 
users for a month or more at some time in their lives. 

Grade of First Daily Use 

• Of those 1991 seniors who were daily users at some time (9.0% of 
the sample), over two-thirds (71%, or 6.4% of all seniors) began 
that pattern of use before tenth grade. However, the secular trends 
in daily usc must he recalled. Active daily use reached its peak 
among seniors in 1978, when the 1990 graduating class was in 
kindergart:m. Thus we are confident that different graduating 
classes show different age-associated patterns of onset. 

• Nearly all who were to become daily users by the end of high fichool 
had done so by the end of grade ten (84% of the eventual daily 
users). The percentages of all seniors who started daily marijuana 
use in each grade level is presented in Table 33. 

Recency of Daily Use 

• Nearly two-thirds (64%) of those who report ever having been daily 
marijuana user~ (for at least a one·month interval) have smoked 
that frequently in the past year-and-a-half, while over one-third 
(36%) of them say they last used that frequently "about two years 
ago" or longer. On the other hand, only 26% of all such users (or 
2.3% of the entire sample) classified themselves as having used 
daily or amiDst daily in the past month (the period for which we 
define current daily users). Our definition of current daily users 
yields 2.0% in 1991, though the two definitions do not always agree 
exactly. 

Duration of Daily Use 

o It seems likely that the most serious long-term health consequences 
associated with marijuana use will be directly related to the dura
tion of heavy use and in the late 1970's there was considerable con
cern that a large population of chronic heavy users would evolve. 
Thus a question was introduced which asks the cumulative num
ber of months the student has smoked marijuana daily or nearly 
daily. While hardly an adequate measure of the many different 
possible cross-time patterns of use-a number of which may even
tually prove to be important to distinguish-it does provide a gross 
measure of the total length of exposure to heavy use. 

• Table 33 gives the distribution of answers to this question. It 
shows that two-thirds (67%) of those seniors with daily use 
experience have used "about one year" or less cumulatively-at 
least by the end of twelfth grade. In fact, a third (33%) have used 
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TABLE 83 
Daily Marijuana Use: Responses to Selected Questions by Sub~ups 

Twelfth Graders, 1991 

4-Year 
College Populati(J;'! 

Total Sex Plana Reg!on Densi9! 

Q. Thinking back O!1f;r your wlwle 
life. has there e!1f;r been a 
period when you used marijuana North North Large Other Non-
or hashish on a daily, or almost Muk ~ NIl Ysm Em ~ &mh lfm SMSA SMSA SMSA 
daily, basis for at least a month' 

No 91.a 89.5 93.6 88.6 93.5 89.7 91.6 92.6 88.7 92.8 88.9 92.9 
Yea 9.0 10.5 6.4 11.5 6.5 10.3 8.4 7.4 11.3 7.2 11.1 7.1 

Q. How old Ulere you when you first smo1red 
marijllaTaa or hashish that frequently, 

Grade ti or earlier 1.1 1.4 0.5 2.1 0.6 1.6 1.0 0.9 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.1 
Grade 7or8 3.0 3.4 2.1 4.1 2.0 4.7 1.4 2.4 4.1 2.5 3.4 2.8 
Grade 9 (Freshman) 2.3 2.6 1.8 2.5 1.7 1.9 2.5 1.8 3.3 1.0 3.1 1.4 
Grade 10 (Sophomore) 1.2 1.6 0.8 1.1 1.1 0.9 1.7 U 1.2 1.2 1.6 0.7 

t:-:l Grade 11 (Junior) 0.9 0.8 0.9 1.3 0.6 1.2 1.2 0.5 0.6 0.1 0.9 0.8 ...... 
01 Grade 12 (Senior) 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.3 

Never uaed daily 91.0 89.5 93.6 88.5 93.5 89.7 91.6 92.6 88.7 92.8 88.9 92.9 

Q. How recently did you use marijuana 
or hashish on a daily, or almost 
daily, basis for at least a month' 

During the past month 2.3 2.6 2.0 4.0 1.'7 1.4 2.1 2.0 8.9 0.9 3.9 0.8 
2 montha ago 1.2 1.5 0.8 1.5 0.6 1.2 1.2 1.7 0.6 1.3 1.1 1.3 
3 to 9 month a ago 1.1 1.5 0.6 1.9 0.8 1.3 1.3 0.6 1.6 1.1 1.3 0.8 
About 1 yeM ago 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.8 0.7 2.4 0.9 0.8 1.2 1.5 0.8 1.9 
About 2 years ago 1.6 2.0 1.0 1.1 1.6 1.4 2.0 1.0 2.5 1.3 2.1 1.1 
3 or more years ago 1.6 1.9 0.9 1.1 1.1 2.7 0.9 1.3 1.6 1.1 2.0 1.2 

Never used daily 91.0 89.5 93.6 88.5 93.5 89.7 91.6 92.6 88.7 92.8 88.9 92.9 

Q. Over your wlwle lifetime, cfuring Iww 
many months1wul! you used marijuana 
or hashish on a daily or near-daily basis' 

Less than 3 months 3.0 3.2 2.7 3.3 2.4 3.8 3.0 2.2 3.7 3.8 3.4 2.2 
3to9months 2.0 2.5 1.4 2.4 1.6 2.3 2.0 1.8 2.1 1.4 2.3 1.9 
About 1 year 1.0 1.1 0.4 1.1 0.7 1.4 0.3 1.2 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.2 
About 1 and 112 years 1.0 1.3 0.5 1.8 0.7 0.8 1.7 0.3 1.4 0.9 1.2 0.8 
About 2 years 1.0 1.4 0.4 1.6 0.3 0.5 0.5 1.8 1.5 0.1 1.4 0.9 
About 3 tc 5 years 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.6 1.5 0.5 0.3 1.6 0.4- 1.5 0.0 
6 or more yeara 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.1 

Never used daily 91.0 89.5 93.6 88.5 93.6 89.7 91.6 92.6 88.7 92.8 88.9 92.9 

N>= (2448) (1178) (1166) (565) (1685) (466) (650) (820) (fill) (588) (1170) (689) 

NOTE: Entries are percentagea which tmm vertically to 100%. 



less than three months cumulatively. On the other hand, nearly 
oneMfourth (22%, or 2.0% of all seniors) have used "about two 
years" or more cumulatively. 

Subgroup Differences 

• There is a considerable sex difference in the proportion having 
ever been a daily user-11 % for males and 6% for females. FurM 
thermore, the cumulative duration of daily use is distinctly longer 
for the males. These two sex differences combine to account for the 
large male-female difference in current daily use. There is also 
some difference in their age at onset, with the males tending to 
start earlier on the average. 

• Whether or not the student has college plans is strongly related to 
lifetime prevalence of daily marijuana use, as well as to current 
prevalence. Of those planning four years of college, 6.5% had used 
daily compared with 11.5% of those without such plans. And the 
college-bound users show a distinctly shorter cumulative duration 
of use, with a lower proportion of them still using daily. Among 
those in each group who did use daily, the age-at-onset pattern is 
youn/Jer for the noncollege-bound. 

• At present there are slight regional differenoes in lifetime preva
lence of daily use; the West is highest, with 11.3% having used 
daily at some time, the Northeast is next at 10,3%, followed by the 
North Central at 8.4%, and the South at 7.4%. 

• The subgroup differences associated with urbanicity are similar to 
those found for current daily use. Lifetime prevalence of daily 
marijuana use is 7.2% in the large cities, 11.1% in the smaller 
cities, and 7.1% in the nonurban areas. Current daily use is 1.9% 
in the large cities, 2.5% in the smaller cities, and 1.2% in the non
urban areas. 

Trends in Use of Marijuana on a Daily Basis 

• Table 34 presents trend data on the lifetime prevalence of daily use 
for a month or more. It shows a decline since 1982 when this 
measure was first used, through 1991-from 21% to 9%. 

• Between 1982 and 1991, the decline in lifetime daily use was 
stronger among females (from 18% to 6%) than among males (20% 
to 11%); and the absolute drop was larger in the noncollege-bound 
group (23% to 12%) than among the college-bound (14% to 7%) 
although the proportional drop was not. 

• Lifetime prevalence of daily use has dropped in all four regions of 
the country since 1982. The decline has been greatest in the 
Northeast. 
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TABLE 34 

Trends in Daily Use of Marijuana in Lifetime 
by Subgroups, Twelfth Graders 

Percentage reporting first IlUch use 
Percentage ever using daily for at least a month prior to tenth grade 

CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIII. CIs. CIs. CIs. CIs. 
of of of of of of of of of of '90-'91 of of of of of of of of of of '90-'91 

.ll!B2..lWia~.lruifi.lmi2ll81.~~.ll!lm..llllll~ .ll!B2. .lWia 19M. lm3.5. 19.86. .l91rI .la8S. .li!8lt .ll!lm. .llllll ~ 

All seniors 20.5 16.8 16.S 15.6 14.9 14.7 12.8 11.5 10.0 9.0 -1.0 lS.l 11.1 10.9 8.8 8.5 8.9 7.8 7.6 6" .. 6.4 ~.S 

Sex: 
Male 20.1 18.1 17.2 17.7 16.6 16.2 14.8 12.7 10.6 10.6 ~.1 12.9 12.1 11.8 9.8 8.7 10.2 8.4 8.4 6.9 7.4 +0.5 
Female 18.0 lS.5 12.9 12.0 11.6 12.2 9.6 9.7 7.9 6.4 -1.5 11.5 8.3 8.0 6.5 6.6 7.1 6.6 6.0 4.9 4.4 ~.5 

t-:l ..... 
-.;] 

College Plans: 
None or under 4 yrs 22.5 20.S 18.9 19.6 17.2 18.0 14.5 15.S 12.8 11.5 -1.3 114.2 lS.5 12.S 11.8 10.7 11.4 11.0 11.6 9.0 8.7 ~.3 
Complete 4 yrs lS.8 10.5 10.7 10.6 11.0 11.1 9.8 9.1 7.4 6.5 ~.9 8.2 6.5 6.6 5.5 5.2 6.4 5.S 5.1 4.6 4.S ~.S 

Region: 
Northeast 25.1 20.4 24.1 20.9 21.5 17.0 lS.l 14.6 10.4 10.S ~.1 17.3 11.9 17.2 12.9 10.S 10.3 9.0 10.7 6.5 8.2 +1.7 
North Centrall 21.1 15.9 12.8 16.S 11.3 12.7 10.3 13.4 10.8 8.4 -2.4 13.S 12.4 8.4 9.1 7.S 7.7 6.0 7.6 6.7 4.9 -l.B 
South 15.7 12.7 14.0 B.9 11.S 11.9 10.9 B.l B.7 7.4 -1.3 9.3 B.S 8.5 5.0 6.4 7.4 6.3 5.4 6.2 5.1 -1.1 
West 20.8 21.4 17.6 IB.5 18.S 19.7 19.0 12.S 11.0 11.S +0.3 12.6 lS.9 12.1 8.9 11.2 11.7 11.9 8.1 8.0 B.6 +0.6 

Population Derulity: 
LargeSMSA 23.8 20.0 19.4 18.1 17.0 16.7 14.0 10.6 8.3 7.2 -1.1 15.6 lS.7 12.4 12.0 9.6 11.B B.l 6.0 5.9 5.4 ~.5 

OtherSMSA 20.S 18.2 16.6 16.0 14.9 15.0 14.9 12.4 11.7 11.1 ~.6 12.5 12.0 11.5 8.3 8.4 B.B 9.6 8.1 B.1 7.7 ~.4 
Non-SMSA 17.9 12.6 IS.2 12.8 lS.2 12.2 7.6 10.4 B.2 7.1 -1.1 11.7 B.2 8.5 6.6 7.6 6.4 4.S 7.6 4.S 5.3 +1.0 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent classes: s = .05, BB = .01, BSS = .001. 



• All three population density levels have shown declines in lifetime 
daily use . 

• Daily use prior to tenth grade has declined from 13% in the class of 
1982 to 6% in the class of 1991. (This corresponds to people who 
were ninth graders between 1979 to 1988). Subgroup trends may 
be examined in Table 34. 

RACIALIETHNIC DIFFERENCES IN DRUG USE 

Our earlier research (Bachman et a1., 1991)30 documented substantial racial/ethnic dif~ 
ferences in drug use among high school seniors. The results of this and other research 
indicate that, on average, licit and illicit drug use is highest among Native American 
youth, somewhat lower among white and Hispanic youth, and lowest among black and 
Asian American youth. 

We extended our research on racial/ethnic differences in drug use in a recently published 
article (Wallace & Bachman, 1991).31 The purpose of this article was to determine 
whether the often large racial/ethnic differellces in drug use are attrihutable to racial/ 
ethnic differences in background (e.g., urbanicity of residence, family structure, parental 
education) and lifestyle factors (e.g., grades, truancy, evenings out, :religious commit
ment). 

The results indicate that: 

• Controlling for background factors alone does not account for most 
racial/ethnic differences in dru.g use, but it does reduce Native 
Americans' relatively high level of use, ~uggesting that their use may 
be related, at least in part, to their disadvantaged socioeconomic 
status. 

• If black seniors were as likely as white seniors to live in two-parent 
households and have highly educated parents, their drug use might be 
even lower than reported. 

• Controlling for both background and lifestyle factors substantially 
reduces many of the racial/ethnic differences in drug use, with 
educational values and behaviors, religious commitment, and amount 
of time spent in peer-oriented activities being particularly important 
explana tory variables. 

In light of the disadvantaged socioeconomic status of many minority youth, the rela
tively high dropout rates among a number of these groups, and research which shows 
that the negative consequences of drug abuse are disproportionately concentrated in 

30Bachman, J.G., Wallace, J.M. Jr., O'Malley, P.M., Johnston, L.n., Kurth, C.L., &Neighbors, 
H.W. (1991). Racial/ethnic differences in smoking, drinking, and illicit drug use among American high 
school seniors, 1976-1989. American Journal of Public Health, 81, 372-377. 

31Wallace, J.M. Jr. & Bachman, J.G. (1991). Racial/ethnic differences in adolescent drug use: The 
impact of background and lifestyle. Social Problems, 38(3): 333-357. 
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minority communities, the finding of lower drug use among many black and Hispanic 
youth relative to white youth is somewhat contrary to expectations. Accordingly, the 
reliability and validity of these findings are of concern. 

Our earlier study (Bachman et al., 1991)32 revealed that the patterns of racial/ethnic 
differences in drug use replicate over time (1976-1989~ and thus they are reliable. In 
another recent article (Wallace & Bachman, in press)3 we investigated the validity of 
the findings. In the absence of objective criteria, this paper examined a number of sub
jective attitude and perception measures as indicators of the internal validity of racial/ 
ethnic difft~rences in high school seniors' self-reported drug use. It was expected that 
racial/ethnic differences in drug-related attitudes and perceptions would largely parallel 
racial/ethnic differences in self-reported drug use, if the drug use self-reports were 
indeed valid. 

Generally, the findings were consistent with expectations . 

• Perceived risk of using drugs, disapproval of drug use, and percep
tions of disapproval of drug use by friends were typically highest 
among black and Asian American seniors, at intermediate levels 
among Hispanic seniors, and lowest among white and Native Ameri
can seniors. 

• Conversely, perceived peer use of drugs and exposure to persons using 
various drugs for "kicks" were generally lowest among black and 
Asian seniors, at intermediate levels among Hispanic seniors, and 
highest among white and Native American seniors. 

While we remain cautious in our reporting and interpretation of the racial/ethnic dif
ferences in drug use, based on our past research, analyses presently under way, and the 
research of others, we believe that, at least among those young people who make it to 
their senior year in high school, the findings of racial/ethnic differences in drug use are, 
on the whole, valid. 

EFFECTS OF MINIMUM DRINKING AGE LAWS 

One article published in the past year, and based largely on analyses of the data from 
the Monitoring the Future project, addressed the issue of the impact of a number of 
states raising the minimum drinking age to twenty-one, which is now the uniform stan
dard throughout the country.34 

32See Bachman et aI., 1991. 

.33Wallace, J.M. Jr. & Bachman, J.G. (in press). Validity of self-reports in student based studies on 
minoiity populations: Issues and concerns. In Epidemiologic Research on Minority Youth: Methodological 
Issues and Recent Theoretical Advances. NIDA Research Monograph. 

~;40'Malley, P.M. & Wagenaar, A.C. (1991). Effects of minimum drinking age laws on alcohol use, 
related behaviors, and traffic crash involvement among American youth: 1976-1987. Journal of Studies on 
Alcohol, 52, 478-491. 
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• This research had two separate but related purposes: (1) to 
delineate cross-sectional differences among American high school 
seniors and young adults that may be due to variations in recent 
years in state-level minimum drinking age laws, and (2) to examine 
the effects of recent changes in minimum drinking age laws on 
alcohol consumption, and on other relevant attitudes and 
behaviors. 

• A separate, coordinated part of the research utilized official reports 
to examine effects on rates of fatal crashes following increases in 
the minimum drinking age in several states. These official report 
data are compared with the findings from self-report data available 
from high school seniors. 

• The major findings were that: (1) higher minimum drinking ages 
are associated with lower levels of alcohol use among high school 
seniors and recent high school graduates, even after multivariate 
controls; (2) lower levels of alcohol use are observed across a broad 
spectrum of demographic variables; (3) the lower levels of use per
sist into the early 20's, even though everyone is of legal age; (4) 
lowered involvement in alcohol-related fatal crashes among drivers 
less than 21 years of age appears due to less drinking of alcohol-in 
particular, less drinking in bars or taverns. 

• What can be concluded from these results? Perhaps the principal 
conclusion is that a minimum drinking age of 21 versus a min
imum drinking age of 18 does indeed affect the behavior of high 
school seniors; it leads to lower consumption of alcohol. It has been 
demonstrated rather conclusively that alcohol-involved highway 
crashes decline among the 18 to 20 year old population, and the 
present research makes it clear that the decline is, at least in part, 
due to lower levels of consumption. And it also appears that the 
major factor in the reduced rate of crashes may be that the under-
21 group spends less time in bars and taverns when the minimum 
drinking age is 21. Another important finding is that the lower 
rates of drinking appear to continue as young adults mature, at 
least through the early twenties. Thus, the lowered rates of drink
ing in the 18 to 20 age range are not compensated for by a higher 
rate of drinking after enfranchisement is achieved, but in fact con
tinue even after alcohol is legally accessible. 

• As with all social science research in a real-life, nonlaboratory 
situation, it is difficult to make indisputable inferences. Whenever 
an effect is claimed, it is necessary to rule out potential alternative 
explanations. The most common alternative explanation for cross
sectional differences in behavior, such as drinking by high school 
seniors, associated with different minimum ages is that states with 
differing ages also differ on other factors. On a similar issue, 
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Bentler (1981)35 cites California as being reputed to have less 
traditional standards of religion (among other things), and he notes 
that this difference could serve as a competing explanation for dif
ferences in marijuana use that might otherwise be attributed to 
differences in the legal status of marijuana. 

• In the present research, the cross-sectional analyses showed a sig
nificant association between minimum drinking age and alcohol use 
even after controlling an nu...'"llber of important individual-level fac
tors associated with alcohol use. If adolescents in certain areas 
tended to drink less because there were higher levels of "community 
religiosity" or some other indicator of anti-alcohol sentiment, these 
would presumably be captured by individual-level variables that 
would serve as indicators of commitment to societal institutions. 
The introduction of variables such as religious commitment and 
grades should, if minimum drinking age effects were spurious, lead 
to less significant values for the relevant measures of association. 
But there were essentially no differences between the bivariate and 
multivariate associations. The most parsimonious explanation 
remains the most obvious one: minimum drinking age laws do have 
an effect, 

• A particular strength of the present analyses is that such 
extraneous factors as use of other substances or amount of driving 
were statistically controlled at the individual level, and variations 
associated with changes in minimum drinking age laws remained. 
Also of considerable importance in drawing causal inferences is the 
fact that many of the states changed their laws in response to 
external forces, in this case in response to federal requirements. 
The law changes were therefore not merely indicators of existing 
cultural sentiment, nor would they be expected to bring about 
shifts in other variables like religiosity or anti-alcohol attitudes. 
The clear effects observed in a variety of states are very unlikely to 
be due to extraneous factors. 

• This research has also demonstrated that the decline in single
vehicle nighttime crash rates which was obeerved after the min
imum age was raised, was accompanied by lower rates of alcohol 
use and lower amounts of time spent in bars and taverns. 

• The authors point out that drinking still remains widespread 
among seniors, and that t.his is not surprising. Alcohol use is a 
very common social practice among adults, particularly among 
young adults. Enforcement of minimum drinking age laws tends to 
be lax in most states. The use of alcohol is heavily promoted and 
glamourized in commercials. Consequently, societal changes 
beyond the minimum drinking age laws are needed if drinking 
among underage youngsters is to be further reduced. 

35Bentler, P. (1981). A multivariate view of marijuana decriminalization resea.'ch. Contemporary 
DrugProblems, 10,419-433. 

221 



-----------

OTHER DATA ON CORRELATES AND TRENDS 

Hundreds of correlates of drug use, without accompanying interpretation, may be found 
in the series of annual volumes from the study entitled Monitoring-the Future: Question" 
naire Responses from the Nation's High School Seniors.36 For each year since 1975, a 
separate hardbound volume presents univariate and selected bivariate distributions on 
all questions contained in the study. A host of variables dealing explicitly with drugs
many of them not covered here-are contained in that series. Bivariate tables are 
provided for all questions each year distributed against an index of lifetime illicit drug 
involvement, making it possible to examine the relationship between hundreds of poten" 
tial "risk factors" and drug use. 

A special cross-time reference index is contained in each volume to facilitate locating the 
same question across different years. One can thus derive trend data on some 1500 to 
2000 variables for the entire sample or for important subgroups Cbased on sex, race, 
region, college plans, and drug involvement). 

36This series is available from the Publications Division, Institute for Social Research, The Univer
sity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109. 
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PREVALENCE AND TREND ESTIMATES ADJUSTED 
FOR ABSENTEES AND DROPOUTS 

One question which has arisen over the years in regard to this study has concerned the 
degree to which the prevalence and trend estimates derived from high school seniors are 
an accurate reflection of the reality which pertains for all young people who would be in 
the same class or age cohort, including those who have dropped out of school by senior 
year. In 1985 we published an extensive chapter on this topic in a volume in the NIDA 
Research Monograph series.37 We will attempt in this Appendix to summarize the main 
points relevant to this issue of sample coverage. 

First, it should be noted that two segments of the entire class/age cohort are missing 
from the data collected eaeh year from seniors: those who are still enrolled in school but 
who are absent the day of data collection (the ('absentees") and those who have formally 
left school (the dropouts). The "absentees" constitute virtually all of the nonrespondents 
shown in the response rate given in Table 1 in Chapter 3 of this volume (since refusal 
rates are negligible) or about 18% of all seniors (or 15% of the class/age cohort). Based 
on our review of available Census data the dropouts ac:count for approximately 15% of 
the class/age cohort. 

The methods we used to estimate the prevalence rates for these two missing segments 
are summarized briefly here. Then, the effects of adding in these two segments to the 
calculation of the overall prevalence rates for two drug classes are presented along with 
the impact on the trend estimates. Two illicit drugs have been chosen for illustra.tive 
purposes: marijuana, the most prevalent of the illicit drugs, and cocaine, one of the 
more dangerous and less prevalent drugs. Estimates for high school seniors are 
presented for both lifetime and 30-day prevalence for each drug. 

THE EFFECTS OF MISSING ABSENTEES 

To be able to assess the effects on the estimates of drug use of missing the absentees, we 
included a question in the study which asks students how many days of school they had 
missed in the previous four weeks. Using this variable, we can place individuals into 
different strata as a function of how often they tend to be absent. For example, all stu
dents who had been absent 50% of the time could form one stratum. Assuming that 
absence 011 the day of the administration is a fairly random event, we can use the 
respondents in this stratum to represent all students in their stratum, including the 
ones who happen to be absent that particular day. By giving them a double weight, 
they can be used to represent both themselves and the other 50% of their stratum who 
were absent that day. Those who say they were in school only one-third of the time 

37Johnston, L.rI., & O'Malley, P.M. (1985). Issues of validity and population coverage in student sur
veys of drug use. In B.A. Rouse, N.J. Kozel, & L.G. Richards (Eds.), Self-report methods of estimating drug 
use: Meeting cum:.nt challenges to ualidity (NIDA Research Monograph No. 57; (ADM) 85-1402). 
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. 
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would get a weight of three to represent themselves plus the two-thirds in their stratum 
who were not there, and so forth. Using this method, we found that absentees as a 
group have appreciably higher than average usage levels for all licit and illicit drugs. 
However, looking at 1983 data, we found that their omission did not depress any of the 
prevalence estimates in any of the drugs by more than 2.7%, due to the fact that they 
represent such a small proportion of the total target sample, Considering that a sub
stantial proportion of those who are absent likely are absent for reasons unrelated to 
drug use-such as illness and participation in extracurricular activities-it may be 
surprising to see even these differences. In any case, from the point of view of instructM 
ing policy or public perceptions, the small "corrections" would appear to be of little or no 
significance. (The correction across all 13 drugs in lifetime prevalence averaged only 
1.4%.) Further, such corrections should have virtually no effect on crossMtime trend 
estimates unless the rate of absenteeism was changing appreciably; and we find no 
evidence in our data that it has. Put another way, the presence of a fairly slight under
estimate which is constant across time should not influence trend results. Should 
absentee rates start changing, then it could be argued more convincingly that such corM 
rections should be presented routinely. 

THE EFFECTS OF MISSING DROPOUTS 

Unfortunately, we cannot derive corrections from data gathered from seniors to impute 
directly the prevalence rates for dropouts, as we did for absentees, since we have no com
pletely appropriate stratum from which we have "sampled." We do know from our own 
previous research, as well as the work of others, that dropouts have prevalence rates for 
all classes of drugs substantially higher than the in-school students. In fact, the 
dropouts may be fairly similar to the absentees. 

We have consistently estimated the proportion who fail to complete high school to be 
approximately 15%; Figure A-I displays the completion rate for the years 1972 through 
1989 based on Census data. As the figure indicates, completion rates (and the comple
ments dropout rates) have been quite constant over this interval for persons 20-24 years 
0ld,3 (Younger age brackets are more difficult to use because they include some young 
people who are still enrolled in high school.) Monitoring the Future probably covers some 
small proportion of the 15%, in fact, since the survey of seniors takes place a few months 
before graduation, and not everyone will graduate. On the other hand, perhaps 1% to 
2% of the age group which Census shows as having a diploma get it through a General 
Equivalency Degree and thus would not be covered in Monitoring the Future. (Elliot 
and Voss report this result for less than 2% of their sample in their follow-up study of 
2617 ninth graders in California who were followed through their high school years.)39 
So these two factors probably cancel each other out. Thus, we use 15% as our estimate 
of the proport.ion of a class cohort not covered. 

38U.8. B1.:treau of the .Census (various years). Current population reports, Series P-20, various num
bers. Washington, DC: U.s. Government Printing Office. 

39Elliott, D., & Voss, H.L. (1974). Delinquency and dropout. Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath-Lexington 
Books. 
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Extrapolating to dropouts from absentees. To estimate the drug usage prevalence 
rates for this group we have used two quite different approaches. The first was based on 
extrapolations from seniors participating in this study. Using this method we developed 
estimates under three different assumptions: that the difference between dropouts and 
the participating seniors in the study was equivalent to (a) the difference between 
absentees and the participating seniors, (b) one and onephalf times that difference, and 
(c) twice that difference. The last assumption we would consider a rather extreme one. 

The second general method involved using the best national data on drug use among 
dropouts-namely the National Household Surveys on Drug Abuse.40 While these sur
veys have rather small samples of dropouts in the relevant age range in any given year, 
they should at least provide unbiased estimates for dropouts still in the household 
population. 

Using the J~rst method of estimation, we found that, under the assumption that 
dropouts are just like absentees, no prevalence rate was changed by more than 5% over 
the estimate based on 1983 seniors only, even with the simultaneous correction for both 
absentees and dropouts. (The method for calculating prevalence rates for the absentees 
is t)1e one described in the previous section.) The largest correction in 1983 involved 
marijuana, with lifetime prevalence rising from just under 60% to 64%. Even under the 
most extreme assumption-which results in exceptionally high prevalence rates for 
dropouts on all drug'S, for example 90% lifetime prevalence for marijuana, the overall 
correction in any of the prevalence figures for any drug remains less than 7.5%. Again, 
marijuana shows the biggest correction (7.5% in annual prevalence, raising it from 46% 
uncorrected to 54% with corrections for both absentees and dropouts). As we would 
have expected, the biggest proportional change occurs for heroin, since it represents the 
most deviant end of the drug-using spectrum and thus would be most associated with 
truancy and dropping out. 

Extrapolating from the household surveys. The second method of estimating drug 
use among dropouts was by comparing the household survey data on dropouts with the 
data from those remaining in school. We conducted secondary analyses of the archived 
data from the 1977 and 1979 National Household Surveys. Analyses were restricted to 
the age range 17 to 19 years old, since about 95% of the Monitoring the Future respond
ents fall in this range. Of course, the numbers of cases are small. In the 1977 survey 
there were only 46 dropouts and 175 enrolled seniors in this age group. In the 1979 sur
vey 92 dropouts and 266 seniors were included. 

For marijuana, the estimated differences from the household survey data came out at a 
level which was at or below the least extreme assumption made in the previous method 
(where dropouts are assumed to have the same drug use levels as absentees). While this 
may have been comforting to the authors of the present report, we must admit that we 
believe these household samples underrepresented the more drug-prone dropouts to some 
degree. Thus we concluded that estimates closer to those made under the second 

40Fishburne, P.M., Abelson, H.t, & Cisin, 1. (1980). National suruey on drug abuse: Main findings, 
1979 (NIDA (ADM) 80-976). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. Also see Miller, J.D., et 
al., (1983). National survey on drug abuse: Main findings/ 1982 (NIDA (ADM) 83-1263). Washington, DC: 
U.S. Government Printing' Office. 
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assumption in the previous method may be closer to reality-that is, that dropouts are 
likely to deviate from participating seniors by one and one-half times th.3 amount that 
absentees deviate from them. 

Again, we emphasize that there are a number of reasons for dropping out, man.y of 
which bear no relationship to drug use, including economic hardship in the family and 
certain learning disabilities and health problems. At the national level, the· extreme 
gtoups such as those in jail or without a permanent place of residence are undoubtedly 
very small as a proportion of the total age group and probably even as a proportion of 
all dropouts. Thus, regardless of their prevalence rates, they would be unable to move 
the prevalence estimates by a ve'i'y large proportion except in the case of the most rare 
events-in particular, heroin use. We do believe that in the case of heroul use
particularly regular use-we are very likely unable to get a very accurate estimate even 
with the corrections used in this paper. The same may be true for crack cocaine and 
PCP. For the remaining drugs, we conclude that our estimates based on participating 
seniors, though somewhat low, are not bad approximations for the age group as a whole. 

Effects of omitting dropouts in trend estimates. Whether the omission of dropouts 
affects the estimates of trends in prevalence rates is a separate question, however, from 
the degree to which it affects absolute estimates at a given point in time. The relevant 
issues parallel those discussed earlier regarding the possible effects on trends of omitting 
the absentees. Most important is the question of whether the rate of dropping out has 
been changing in the country, since a substantial change would mean that sen~ors 
studied in different years would represent noncomparable segments of the whole class/ 
age cohort. Fortunately for the purposes of this study, at least, the official government 
data provided in Figure A-I indicate a very stable rate of dropping out since 1972. 

Given that there appears to be no sound evidence of a change in the dropout rate, the 
only reason that trend data from seniors would deviate from "trends for the entire class 
cohort (including dropouts) would be if the constant proportion who have been dropping 
out showed trends contrary to those observed among seniors; and even then, because of 
their small numbers, they would have to show dramatically different trends to be able to 
change the trend "story" very much for the age group as a whole. There has been no 
hypothesis offered for such a differential shift amOl1g dropouts which these authors, at 
least, find very convincing. 

The one hypothesis which is occasionally heard is that more youngsters are being 
expelled from school, or voluntarily leaving school, because of their drug use; and that 
this explains the recent downturn in the use of many drugs being reported by the study. 
However, it is hard to reconcile this hypothesis with the virtually flat dropout rates over 
the period displayed in Figure A-I, unless one posits a perfectly offsetting tendency for 
more completion among those who are less drug prone-hardly a very parsimonious set 
of explanations. Further I the reported prevalence of some drugs has remained 
remarkably stable throughout most of the life of the study (e.g., alcohol and opiates 
other than heroin) and the prevalence of some has risen (cocaine until 1987, and 
amphetamines until 1981). These facts are not very consistent with the hypothesis that 
there has been a recent increased rate of departure by the most drug prone. Certainly 
more youngsters leaving school in the 80's have drug problems than was true in the 
60's. (So do more of those who stay in.) Howevar, they still seem likely to be very much 
the same segment of the population, given the degre~ of association that exists between 
drug use and deviance and problem behaviors of various sorts. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In sum, while we believe there is some underestimation of the prevalence of drug use in 
the cohort at large as a result of the dropouts being omitted from the universe of the 
study, we think the degree of underestimation is rather limited for all drugs (with the 
possible exceptions of heroin, crack and PCP) and, more importantly, that trend 
estimates have been rather little affected. Short of having good trend data gathered 
directly from dropouts-a more expensive and technically difficult research undertak
ing-we cannot close the case definitively. Nevertheless, we think the available evidence 
argues strongly against alternative hypotheses-a conclusion which was also reached by 
the members of the NIDA technical review on this subject held in 1982.41 

... the analyses provided in this report show that failure to include these 
two groups (absentees and dropouts) does not substantially affect the 
estimates of the incidence and prevalence of drug use. 

EXAMPLES OF REVISED ES'l'l'MATES FOR TWO DRUGS 

Figure A-2 provides the prevalence and trend estimares of marijuana and cocaine, for 
both the lifetime and thirty-day prevalence periods, showing (a) the original estimates 
based on participating seniors only; (b) the empirically derived, revised estimates based 
on all seniors, including the absentees; and (c) estimates for the entjre class/age 
cohort. The last estimate was developed using the assumption judged to be most 
reasonable above-namely that the dropouts differ from participating seniors by one and 
one-half times the amount that the absentees do. Estimates were calculated oeparately 
for each year, thus taking into account any differences from year to year in the par
ticipation or absentee rates. The dropout rate was taken as a constant 15% of the age 
group across all years, based on Census estimates. 

As Figure A-2 illustratas, any difference in the slopes of the trend lines between the 
original and revised estimates is extremely, almost'infinitesimally, small. The preva
lence estimates are higher, of course, but not dramatically so, and certainly not enough 
so to have any serious policy implications. 

41Clayton, R.R., & Voss, H.L. (1982). Technical review on drug abuse and dropouts. Rockville, MD: 
National Institute on Drug Abuse. 
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Preface 

This is the second of two volumes presenting the results of the 1991 Monitoring 
the Future surveys. In the past, the results of both the high school senior surveys 
and follow-up surveys of panels drawn from previous graduating senior classes 
have been presented in the same volume. However, this causes a delay in 
reporting the findings from seniors because the follow-up data collections are not 
completed until the fall of each year, whereas the senior data are collected by 
June. Senior data, and beginning in 1991, data from 8th and 10th grade students, 
can be presented earlier with publication of two volumes. There are many 
readers, in fact, who are interested only in these results from secondary school 
students. In addition, the growing awareness of drug use on the nation's 
campuses has resulted in an increasing number of readers who are interested in 
the results from college students, and for whom the results of seniors are less 
relevant. They can now oraer Volume II separately. Note that to prevent 
confusion in referencing, tables and fIgures are numbered sequentially across the 
two volumes, as they were in the past in the combined volume. 
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Chapter 1] 

INTRODUCTION TO VOLUME II 

This is the second volume in a two volume set reporting the results of the 1991 surveys, 
as well as all of the previous surveys, from the Monitoring the Future study of American 
secondary school students and young adults. Monitoring the Future is a long-term 
research program conducted at the University of Michigan's Institute for Social 
Research under a series of research grants from the National Institute on Drug Abuse. 
It is comprised of an ongoing series of annual national surveys of American high school 
seniors begun in 1975-the results of which are presented in Volume I-as well as a 
series of annual follow-up surveys of representative samples of the previous participants 
from each high school senior class going back to the Class of 1976. In 1991, the study 
also began to survey eighth and tenth grade student.s; the results from these surveys are 
included in Volume 1. This volume presents the results of the follow-up surveys from 
1977 through 1991, encompassing the graduating classes of 1976 through 1990 as they 
have progressed through young adulthood. 

In order for this volume to stand alone, some material from Volume I is repeated here 
for the reader who does not have it. Specifically, Chapter 12 in this volume is the same 
as Chapter 2, Volume I, and provides an overview of the key findings iJresented in both 
volumes. Chapter 13, Study Design and Procedures, also draws almost entirely from 
Volume I, Chapter 3. Therefore, the reader who has already read Volume I will want to 
skip over these chapters. Otherwise, the content of these two volumes does not overla.p. 

COLLEGE STUDENTS 

Of particular importance, the follow-up samples in Monitoring the Future provide very 
good covera.ge of the national college student population since 1980. College students 
are a difficult population to study; this is because they are not well covered in normal 
household surveys, which exclude dormitories, fraternities, and sororities from the 
universe covered. Further, it requires large and cumbersome institution-based samples 
to get accurate national representation of college students, since there is such great 
heterogeneity in the student populations in those institutions. The current study, which 
in essence draws the college sample in senior year of high school, has considerable 
sdvantages for generating a broadly representative sample of the college students to 
emerge from each graduating cohort. As defined here, the college student population is 
comprised of all full-time students enrolled in a two- or four-year college in March 
during the year of the survey. More will be said about this sample definition in Chap
ters 13 and 18. Results on the prevalence of drug use among college students in 1991 
are reported in Chapter 18, and Chapter 19 presents the trends in substance use among 
college students over the past eleven years. 
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YOUNG ADULTS 

The young adult sample reported here, which includes the college students, is comprised 
of JI'epresentative samples from each graduating class since 1976, all surveyed in 1991. 
Since 18 is the modal age of high school seniors, the young adults covered here cor
respond to modal ages 19 through 33. In this volume we have re-weighted the respond
ents to correct for the effects of panel attrition on measures such as drug use; however, 
we are less able to make accurate adjustments for the absence of high school dropouts 
who were not included in the original high school senior sample. Because nearly all col
lege students have completed high school, the omission of dropouts should have almost 
no effect on the college student estimates, but this omission does have an effect on the 
estimates for entire age groups. Therefore, the reader is cautioned that the omission of 
the 15% to 20% of each cohort, who drop out of high school will make the drug use 
estimates given here for the various young adult age bands somewh~.t low for the age 
group as a whole. The proportional effect may be greatest for some of the most 
dangerous drugs such as heroin and crack; and also for cigarettes-the use of which is 
most correlated with educational aspirations and attainment. 

GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE RESEARCH 

Chapter 1, Volume I, discusses the research purposes of the Monitoring the Future study 
at some length; they are only sketched briefly here. One purpose is to serve a social 
monitoring or social indicator function, intended to characterize accurately the levels 
and trends in certain behaviors, attitudes, beliefs, and conations in the population. 
Another purpose is to develop knowledge which increases our understanding of why 
changes in these behaviors, attitudes, etc. are taking place. (In the health-related dis
ciplines such work is usually labeled as epidemiology.) These two purposes are 
addressed in the current series of volumes. There are a number of other purposes for 
the research, however, which are addressed through other types of publications and 
professional products. 1 They include: helping to determine what types of young people 
are at greatest risk for developing various patterns of drug abuse; gaining a better 
understanding of the Hfestyles and value orientations associated with various patterns 
of drug use, and monitoring how those orientations are shifting over time; determining 
the immediate and more general aspects of the social environment which are associated 
with drug use and abuse; determining how drug use is affected by major transitions in 
social environment· (such as entry into military service, civilian employment, college, 
unemployment) or in social roles (marriage, pregnancy, parenthood); determining the 
life course of the various drug using behaviors during this period of development; distin~ 
guishing such "age effects" from cohort and period effects in determining drug use; 
determining the effects of social legislation on various types of substance use; and deter
mining the changing connotations of drug use and changing patterns of multiple drug 
use among youth. We believe that the differentiation of period, age, and cohort effects 
in substance use of various types has been a particularly important contribution of the 
project; its cohort-sequential research design is especially well-suited to allow such dif
ferentiation. Readers interested in pUblications dealing with any of these other areas, or 

ISee Johnston, L.n., O'Malley, P.M., Bachman, J.G., and Schulenberg, J. (1992). The aims, objec
tives, and rationale of the Monitoring the Future study. Monitoring the Future Occasional Paper No. 34. 
Ann Arbor, MI: Institute for Social Research. 
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wishing to receive a copy of the brochure on "Selected Publications" available from the 
study, should write the authors at the Institute for Social Research, The University of 
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 48106-1248. 
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Chapter 12 

OVERVIEW OF KEY FINDINGS 

This monograph reports findings from the ongoing research and reporting project 
entitled Monitoring the Future: A Continuing Study of the Lifestyles and Values of 
Youth. Each year since 1975, in-school surveys of nationally representative samples of 
high school seniors have been conducted. Beginning in 1991, surveys of eighth and 
tenth grade students also have been c\\mducted. In addition, each year since 1976, rep
resentative subsamples of the participants from each previous graduating class have 
been surveyed by mail. 

Findings on the prevalence and trends in drug use and related factors are presented in 
this report for high school seniors ana. also for young adult high school graduates 19-33 
years old. Trend data are presented for varying time intervals, covering up to sixteen 
years in the case of the high school senior population. For college students, a par
ticularly important subset of this young adult population on which there currently exist 
no other nationally representative datu on substance use, we present detailed prevalence 
and trend results (since 1980) in this volume. The high school dropout segment of the 
population-about 15%- 20% of an age group-is of necessity omitted from the coverage 
of these populations, though this omission would have little effect. on the coverage of col
lege students. An appendix to Volume I of this report discusses the likely impact of 
omitting c:.ropouts from the sample coverage. 

A number of important findings emerge from these three national populations
secondary school students, college students, and all young adults through age 33 who 
are high school graduates. They have been summarized and integrated in this chapter 
so that the reader may quickly get an overview of the key results. However the detailed 
findings on secondary school students are presented in Volume I of this report. 

TRENDS IN ILLICIT DRUG USE 

• In 1991, we saw a continuation of the longer-term gradual decline 
in the proportion of all three popUlations involved in the use of an.j' 
illicit drug, with the proportion reporting use in t.he past year 
among high school seniors dropping from the 1990 level by 3% (to 
29% in 1991), among college students also dropping by 4% (to 29% 
in 1991), and among all young adults 19 to 28 by 4% (to 27% in 
1991). 

The proportion of these populations using any illicit drug other 
than ma.rijuana in the prior year also fell, by 2% among seniors 
(to 16% in 1991), by 2% among college students (to 13%), and by 
2% among all young adults (to 14%). Clearly, despite the improve
ments, large proportions of our young people are fairly recent users 
of drugs which are for the most part both illegal and dangerous. 
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• The use of cracll cocaine appeared to level in 1987 at relatively 
low prevalence rates, at least within these populations. (This 
occurred despite the fact that the crack phenomenon continued a 
process of diffusion to new communities that year.) In 1991, 
lifetime prevalence ;01' seniors continued to decline (to 3.1%, down 
from 5.4% in 1987), and annual prevalence declined to 1.5% (down 
from 3.9% in 1987). Among young adults one to ten years past high 
school, lifetime prevalence is slightly higher (4.8%, down from 6.9% 
in 1988) and annual prevalence is slightly lower (1.2%, down from 
3.1% in 1988) than among seniors. 

In 1991, college students one to four years past high school showed 
an annual crack prevalence of 0.5% (down from 2.0% in 1987 but 
down only 0.1% in 1991). Their annual prevalence is now a frac
tion of that observed among their age-mates not in college (1.3%). 
In high school, annual crack prevalence among the college-bound is 
also lower than among those not bound for college (1.1% vs. 2.3%). 

There is now rather little regional variation in crack use with 
annual prevalence among seniors highest in the West (1.8%), fol
lowed by the North Central (1.5%), the Northeast (1.3%), and the 
South (1.2%). All regions have exhibited a decline. Use is now 
lower in the large cities and the nonmetropolitan areas (both at 
1.2%) than in the smaller cities at 1. 7%. 

We believe that the particularly intense media coverage of the 
hazards of crack cocaine, which took place quite early in what could 
have been a considerably more serious epidemic, likely had the 
effect of "capping" that epidemic early by deterring many would-be 
users and by motivating many experimenters to desist use. While 
3.1 % of seniors report ever having tried crack, only 0.7% report use 
in the past month, indicating noncontinuation nearly 80% of those 
who try it. The overall downward trend can be explained both in 
terms of lower initiation rates among students and higher noncon
tinuation rates . 

• Cocaine in general began to decline a year earlier than crack; the 
annual prevalence rate between 1986 and 1987 dropped by roughly 
four-tenths in all three populations studied.2 As we had predicted 
earlier, the decline occurred when young people began to see 
experimental and occasional use-the type of use they are most 
likely to engage in - as more dangerous; and this happened by 
1987, probably partly because the hazards of cocaine use received 
extensive media coverage in the preceding year, but almost surely 
in part because of the cocaine-related deaths in 1986 of sports stars 
Len Bias and Don Rogers. 

2Unless otherwise specified, all references to "cocaine" refer to the use of cocaine in any form, 
including crack. 
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In 1991, this broad decline continued, with annual prevalence fall
ing from 5.3% to 3.5% among seniors, from 8.6% to 6.2% among 
young adults one to ten years past high school, and from 5.6% to 
3.6% among college students. In sum, annual prevalence of cocaine 
use has how fallen by more than two-thirds among all three 
populations. 

Having risen substantially since 1986, the perceived risk of using 
cocaine in general showed no further change in 1991. Perceived 
risk for crack in particular actually dropped in 1991-perhaps due 
to much less public attention being paid to the drug. However, stu
dent disapproval of cocaine use continued to climb. Through 1989, 
there was no decline in perceived availability; in fact, it rose 
steadily after 1984 suggesting that decreased availabHity played no 
role in bringing about the substantial downturn in use. In 1990, 
however, perceived availability dropped by about 4% for the first 
time among both seniors and young adults, and continued to 
decline significantly in 1991. 

As with all the illicit drugs, lifetime cocaine prevalence climbs with 
age, actually exceeding 40% by age 29. Unlike all of the other 
illicit drugs, active use-Le., annual prevalence or monthly preva
lence-also climbs substantially after high school. 

• The declines in crack and cocaine use in 1991 were accompanied by 
a further decline for a number of other flrugs as well. The annual 
prevalence of marijuana use among seniors continued its long 
decline, and fell significantly to the lowest level since the study 
began (24%, down 3% from 1990 and down by more than half from 
a peak level of 51% in 1979.) A similar decrease occurred among 
college students (27%, down 3% from 1990 and down from a peak 
level of 51 % in 1980) and among all young adults one to ten years 
past high school (down 2.3% to 24%; data before 1986 not avail
able). Daily marijuana use also fell among seniors (down 0.2% to 
2.0%) and young adults (down 0.2% to 2.3%). It remained at 1990 
levels among college students (1.8%). For seniors, this represents 
more than a four-fifths overall drop in daily use from the peak level 
of 10.7%, observed in 1978. College students have dropped by 
three-fourths from our first reading of 7.2% in 1980. 

• Another widely used class of illicit drugs showing a continuing 
decline in 1991 is stimulants. Declines in use continued among all 
three populations as part of a longer-term trend that began in 
1982. Since then, annual prevalence has fallen from 20% to 8% 
among seniors and from 21% to 4% among college students. 
Annual prevalence is also 4% among young adults, but long-term 
trends prior to 1986 are not available for 19-28 year aIds. 

• Concurrent with this drop in illicit amphetamine use is an increase 
in the use of over-the-counter stay-awake pills, which usually con
tain caffeine as their active ingredient. Their annual prevalence 
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among seniors nearly doubled in eight years, from 12% in 1982 to 
23% in 1990. No further change was seen in 1991, which had a 
22% prevalence. Increases have also occurred among the 19 to 22 
year olds, where annual prevalence is up by about one-third, to 
21%. 

The other t.wo classes of nonprescription stimulants-the "look
alil~es" and the over-the-counter diet pills-have actually shown 
some fall-off among both seniors and young adults in recent years. 
Still, among seniors some 28% of the females have tried diet pills 
by the end of senior year, 14% have used them in the past year, 
and 6% in just the past month. 

• LSD use has been fairly constant in recent years among seniors, at 
about 5% annual prevalence, following a period of some decline. 
However, among college students there has been a statistically sig
nificant increase across the 1989-1991 interval, from 3.4% to 5.1%. 
Among all young adults the increase over that two year interval 
was from 2.7% to 3.8%, 

• PCP use fell sharply, from an annual prevalence of 7.0% in 1979 to 
2.2% in 1982 among high school seniors. It reached a low point of 
1.2% in 1988, increased a bit to 2.4% in 1989, and then fell back to 
1.4% by 1991. For the young adults, the annual prevalence rate is 
now only 0.2%. 

• The annual prevalence of heroin use has been very steady since 
1979 among seniors at 0.4% to 0.6%. Earlier, it had fallen from 
1.0% in 1975. '.['he decline to 0.4% in 1991 was not statistically 
significant. The heroin statistics for young adults and college stu
dents have also remained quite stable in recent years at low rates 
(about 0.1 % to 0.2%), 

• The use of opiates otlter than heroin had been fairly level over 
most of the life of the study. Seniors have had an annual preva
lence rate of 4% to 6% since 1975. In 1991, however, the first 
recent significant decline, from 4.5% to 3.5%, was observed. Young 
adults in their twenties have generally shown a very gradual 
decline from 3.1% in 1986 to 2.5% in 1991. 

• A long and substantial decline, which began in 1977, has occurred 
for tranquilizer use among high school seniors. Annual preva
lence 110W stands at 3.6% compared to 11% in 1977. For the young 
adult sample, annual prevalence has now declined to 3.5% and for 
the college student sample to 2.4%. 

• The long-term gradual decline in barbiturate use, which began at 
least as early as 1975, halted in 1989; the annual prevalence 
among seniors fell to 3.3%, compared to 10.7% in 1975. It remains 
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at 3.4% in 1991. Annual prevalence of this class of sedative drugs 
is even lower among the young adult sample (1.8%), and lower still 
among college students specifically (1.2%). 

• Methaqualone, another sedative drug, has shown quite a different 
trend pattern. Its use rose steadily among seniors from 1975 to 
1981, when annual prevalence reached 8%. It then fell rather 
sharply to 0.5% by 1991. Use also fell among all young adults and 
college students, which had annual prevalence rates of only 0.3% 
and 0.2%, respectively in 1989-the last year in which they were 
asked about this drug. In recent years, shrinking availability may 
well have played a role in this drop, as legal manufacture and dis
tribution of the drug ceased. 

• In sum, four classes 01 illicitly used drugs which have had an 
impact on appreciable proportions of young Americans in their late 
teens and twenties are marijuana, cocaine, stimulants, and 
LSD. In 1991, among high school seniors, they show annual prev
alence rates of 24%, 4%, 8%, and 5%, respectively. Among college 
students in 1991, the comparable annual prevalence rates are 27%, 
4%, 4%, and 5%; and for all high school graduates one to ten years 
past high school (the "young adult" sample) they are 24%, 6%, 4%, 
and 4%. It is worth noting that LSD has climbed in the rankings 
because it has not declined during a period in which cocaine, 
amphetamines, and other drugs have declined appreciably. 

College-Noncollege Differences 

• American college students (defined here as those respondents one 
to four years past high school who were actively enrolled full-time 
in a two- or four-year college) show annual usage rates for a num
ber of drugs which are about average for their age group, including 
any illicit drug, marijuana specifically (although their rate of 
daily marijuana nse is about two-thirds what it is for the rest of 
their age group, i.e., 1.8% vs. 2.7%), inhalants, ha,llucinogens, 
MDMA (3,4-methylenedioxymethamphetamine, or "ecstasy") , 
heroin, and opiates other than heroin. For several categories of 
drugs, however, college students have rates of use which are below 
those of their age peers, including an;), illicit drug other than 
marijuana, cocaine, crach cocaine specifically, stimulants, bar
biturates, and tranquilizers. higher rate of use for MDMA. 

Since college-bound seniors had below average rates of use on all of 
these illicit drugs while they were in high school, their eventually 
attaining parity on many of them reflects some closing of the gap. 
As results from the study published elsewhere have shown, the 
"catching up" may be explainable more in terms of differential 
rates of leaving the parental home and of getting married than in 
terms of any direct effects of college per se. College students are 
more likely to have left the parental home and less likely to have 
gotten married than their age peers. 
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• In general, the trends since 1980 in illicit substance use among 
American college students have been found to parallel those of 
their age peers not in college. That means that for most drugs 
there has been a decline in use over the interval. Further, all 
young adult high school graduates through age 28, as well as col
lege students taken separately, show trends which .lre highly paral
lel for the most part to the trends among high school seniors, 
although declines in the active use of many of the drugs over the 
past half decade have been proportionately larger in these two 
older populations than among high school seniors. 

lVIale-Female Differences 

• Regarding sex differences in the three populations, males are more 
likely to use most illicit drugs, and the differences tend to be 
largest at the higher frequency levels. Daily m.arijuana use 
among high school seniors in 1991, for example, is reported by 3.0% 
of males vs. 0.9% of females; among all young adults by 3.6% of 
males vs. 1.4% of females; and among college students, specifically, 
by 2.5% of males vs. 1.3% of females. The only exceptions to the 
rule that males are more frequent users of illicit drugs than 
females occur for stimulant and tranquilizer use in high school, 
where fema]es are at the same level. The sexes also attain near 
parity on MDMA, other opiates, ice, stimulant, and tran
quilizer use among the college and young adult populations. 

TRENDS IN ALCOHOL USE 

• Regarding alcohol use in these age groups, several findings are 
noteworthy. First, despite the fact that it is illegal for virtually all 
high school students and most college students to purchase 
alcoholic beverages, experience with alcohol is almost universal 
among them (88% of seniors have tried it) and active use is 
widespread. Most important, perhaps, is the widespread occurrence 
of occasions of heavJ! drinking-here measured by the percent 
reporting five or more drinks in a row at least once in the prior 
two-week period. Among seniors this statistic stands at 30% and 
among college students it stands at 43%. 

• Regarding trends in alcohol use, during the period of recent decline 
in the use of marijuana and other illicit drugs there appears not to 
have been any "displacement effect" in terms of any increase in 
alcohol use among seniors. If anything, the opposite seems to be 
true. Since 1980, the monthly prevalence of alcohol use among 
seniors has gradually declined, from 72% in 1980 to 54% in 1991. 
Daily use declined from a peak of 6.9% in 1979 to 3.6% in 1991; 
and the prevalence of drinking five or more drinks in a row 
during the prior two-week interval fell from 41% in 1983 to 30% in 
1991. 
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College .. Noncollege Differences 

• The data from college students sh(lw a quite different pattern in 
relation to alcohol use. They show less drop-off in monthly preva
lence since 1980 (about 7%), and no clearly discernible change in 
daily use or in occasions of heavy drinking, which is at 43% in 
1991-higher than the 30% among high school seniors. Since both 
their noncollege-age peers and high school students have been 
showing a net decrease in occasions of heavy drinking since 1980, 
the college students stand out in having maintained a very high 
rate of binge or party drinking. Since the college-bound seniors in 
high school are consistently less likely to report occasions of heavy 
drinking than the noncollege-bound, this reflects their "catching up 
and passing" their peers after high school. 

• In most surveys from 1980 onward, college students have had a 
daily drinking rate (4.1% in 1991) which is slightly lower than 
that of their age peers (4.5l1r in 1991), suggesting that they are 
somewhat more likely to confine their drinking to weekends, on 
which occasions they tend to drink a lot. Again, college men have 
much higher rates of daily drinking than college women: 6.0% 
vs. 2.5%. The rate of daily drinking has fallen considerably among 
the noncollege group from 8.7% in 1981 to 4.5% in 1991. 

Male-Female Differences 

• There remains a quite substantial sex difference among high school 
seniors in the prevalence of occasions of heavy drinking (21 % for 
females vs. 38% for males in 1991); this difference generally has 
been diminishing very gradually since the study began over a 
decade ago. 

• There also remain very substantial sex differences in alcohol use 
among college students, and young adults generally, with males 
drinking more. For example, 52% of college males report having 
five or more drinks in a row over the previous two weeks vs. 35% of 
college females. However, there has been little change in the dif
ferences between 1980 and 1991. 

TRENDS IN CIGARETTE SMOKING 

• A number of important findings have emerged from the study con
cerning cigarette smoking among American adolescents and 
young adults. Of greatest importance is the fact that by late 
adolescence sizeable proportions of young people still are establish
ing regular cigarette habits. despite the demonstrated health risks 
associated with smoking. In fact, since the study began in 1975, 
cigarettes have consistently comprised the class of substance most. 
frequently used on a daily basis by high school students. 
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• While the dail~' smoking rate for seniors did drop considerably 
between 1977 and 1981 (from 29% to 20%), it has dropped very 
little in the ten years since (by another 1.8%), despite the appreci
able downturn which has occurred in most other forms of drug use 
(including alcohol) during this period. And, despite all the adverse 
publicity and restrictive legislation addressed to the subject during 
the 1980)s, the proportion of seniors who perceive "great risk" to 
the user of suffering physical (or other) harm from pack-a-day 
smoking has risen only 5% since 1980 (to 69% in 1991). That 
means that nearly a third of seniors still do not feel there is a great 
risk associated with smoking. As we will see below, even smaller 
proportions of the younger students associate much risk with smok
ing. 

Age and Cohort-Related Differences 

• Initiation of daily smoking most often occurs in grades 6 through 9 
(i.e., at modal ages 11-12 to 14-15), with rather little further 
initiation after high school) although a number of light smokers 
make the transition to heavy smoking in the first two years after 
high school. Analyses presented in this volume and elsewhere have 
shown that cigarette smoking snows a clear "cohort effect." That 
is, if a class (or birth) cohort establishes an unu!:ually high rate of 
smoking at an early age relative to other cohorts, it is likely to 
remain high throughout the life cycle. 

• As we reported in the "Other Findings from the Study" chapter in 
the 1986 volume in this series, some 53% of the half-pack-a-day (or 
more) smokers in senior year said that they had tried to quit smok
ing and found they could not. Of those who were daily smokers in 
high school, nearly three-quarters were daily smokers 7 to 9 years 
later (based on the 1985 survey» despite the fact that in high 
school only 5% of them thought they· would "definitely" be smoking 
5 :I'ears hence. Clearly, the smoking habit is established at an 
early age; it is difficult to break for those young people who have it; 
and young people greatly overrate their own ability to quit. And 
with the addition of eighth and tenth grade to the 1991 survey, we 
now know that younger children are even more likely than older 
ones to underestimate t.he dangers of smoking. 

College-1Voncollege Differences 

• A striking difference exists between college-bound and noncollege
bound high sehoul seniors in terms of smoking rates. For example, 
smoking half-pack or more a day is nearly three times ''is prevalent 
among the noncollege-bound (19% vs. 7%). Among respondents one· 
to four years past high school, those not in college show the same 
dramatically higher rate of smoking compared to that found among 
those who are in college, with half~pack-a-day smoking standing at 
18% and 8%, respectively. 
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Male-Female Differences 

• In 1991, among college students, females have slightly higher 
probabilities of being daily smokers. 

DRUG USE IN EIGHTH AND TENTH GRADES 

To this point the discussion has focused primarily on trends in use, because of their 
great policy importance. Since eighth and tenth grade students were surveyed for the 
first time in 1991, a discussion of changes at those grade levels is not yet possible, 
though we suspect that most of the trends wauld parallel those observed among seniors. 
(The major exception may occur for cigarettes, change in which we have shown to be 
explainabl~ more by class cohort than by historical period.) However, a number of inter
esting findings emerge from these earlier grade levels. Table 4, in Volume I, gives the 
prevalence rates for all drugs by all prevalence periods for the eighth, tenth, and twelfth 
grade samples. Among the most noteworthy findings are these: 

• By eighth grade, which corresponds to a modal age of 13, 70% of 
youngsters report having tried alcohol and more than a quarter 
(27%) say they have already been drunk at least once. 

• Cigarettes have been tried by nearly half of eighth graders (44%) 
and 14%, or one in seven, say they have smoked in the prior month. 
Only 53% say they think there is great risk associated with being a 
pack-a-day smoker. 

• Inhalants have been used by more than one in every six eighth 
graders (18%) and 4.4% say they have used in the past month. 
This is the only class of drugs for which use is substantially higher 
in eighth grade than in tenth or twelfth grade. 

• Marijuana has been tried by one in every ten eighth graders (10%) 
but has been used in the prior month by only 3%. Today, some 42% 
of eighth graders see great risk associated with even trying 
marijuana. 

• A surprisingly large number of eighth graders say they have tried 
prescription-type stimulants (10.5%), though only 2.6% say they 
have used in the prior 30 days. These figures r.lay be exaggerated 
by the inclusion of non-prescription stimulants, however. ' 

• Cons:istent with the retrospective reports from seniors, which have 
been i~cluded in this series in previous years, relatively few eighth 
graders say they have tried most of the other illicit drugs yet. 

• However, the large numbers who have already begun use of the so
called "gateway drugs" (cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana) sug
gests that a substantial number of eighth grade students are 
already at risk, proceeding f\.rther along the fairly orderly progres
sion of involvement. 
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• The eighth grade lifetime prevalence rates in 1991 were: 3.8% for 
tranquilizers, 3.2% for hallucin.ogens, 2.3% for cocaine, 1.3% 
for crack cocaine specifically, and 1.2% for heroin. Some 1.9% 
indicated that they had tried steroids; 3% of the eighth grade boys 
reported such use. 

RACIALIETHNIC COMPARISONS 

While we have published articles elsewhere on ethnic differences in drug use, Volume I 
is the first volume in this series to include urevalence and trend data for the three 
largest ethnic groupings-whites, blaclts, and Hispanics taken as a group. (Sample size 
limitations simply do not allow finer breakdowns unless many years are combine:d.) Fur
ther, 1991 is the first year in which we have eighth and tenth grade data, on which eth
nic comparisons would be less likely to be affected by differential dropout rates among 
the three groups, than would be true for seniors. A number of interesting findings 
emerge in these comparisons, and the reader is referred to Chapters 4 and 5 of Volume I 
for a full discussion of them. 

• Black students show lower usage rates on most drugs, licit and 
illicit, than do white students; and this is true across grade levels. 
In some cases, the differences are quite large. 

• Black students have a much lower prevalence of daily cigarette 
smoking (for example, 5% vs. 21% in senior year), due to the fact 
that their smoking rate continued to decline after 1983 or so, while 
the rate for whites stabilized. 

• In twelfth grade, binge drinking is much less likely to be reported 
by black students (12%) than by white (33%) or Hispanic students 
(30%). 

• In twelfth grade, of the three groups, whites have the highest rates 
of use on a number of drugs, including marijuana, inhalants, 
hallucinogens, LSD specifically, barbiturates, methaqualone, 
amphetamines, tranquilizers, opiates other than heroin, 
alcohol, and cigarettes. 

• However, in senior year, Hispanics have the highest usage rate for 
a number of the most dangerous drugs: cocaine, crack, other 
cocaine, PCP, heroin, ice, and steroids. Further, in eighth 
grade, Hispanics have the highest rates not only on these drugs, 
but on many of the others, as well. For example, in eighth grade, 
the lifetime prevalence for Hispanics, whites, and blacks is 17%, 
9%, and 8% for marijuana; 19%, 18%, and 11% for inhalants; 
5%, 3%, and 1% for hallucinogens; 51%, 46%, and 35% for ciga
rettes; 19%~ 13%. and 10% for binge drinking; etc. In other 
words, Hispanics have the highest rates of use for nearly all drugs 
in eighth grade, but not in twelfth, which suggests that their 
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higher dropout rate may change their relative ranking by twelfth 
grade. There also may be a tendency to begin use earlier-a 
hypothesis yet to be tested. 

• With regard to trends, seniors in all three racial/ethnic groups 
e.h:hibited the recent decline in cocaine use, although black seniors 
did not show as large an increase in use as did whites and 
Hispanics; therefore, their decline was less steep. 

• For virtually all of the illicit drugs, the three racial/ethnic groups 
have tended to trend in parallel. Because white seniors had 
achieved the highest level of use on a number of drugs -like 
stimulants, barbiturates, methaqualone, and tranquilizers
they also had the largest declines; blacks have had the lowest rates, 
and therefore, the smallest declines. 

• Important racial/ethnic differences in cigarette smoking have 
emerged among seniors during the life of the study. In the late 
70's, the three groups were fairly similar in their smoking rates; all 
three mirrored the general decline in smoking from 1977-1981. 
Since 1981, however, smoking rates have declined very little for 
whites and Hispanics, but the rates for blacks continued to decline 
steadily. As a result, in 1991, the daily smoking rates for blacks is 
one-quarter to one-third that for whites. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

• To summarize the findings on trends, over the last ten years there 
have been appreciable declines in the use of a number of the illicit 
drug's among seniors, and even larger declines in their use among 
American college students and young adults more generally. The 
stall in these favorable trends in all three populations in 1985, as 
well as an increase in active cocaine use that year, should serve as 
a reminder that these improvements cannot be taken for granted. 
Fortunately, in 1986 we saw the general decline resume and the 
prevalence of cocaine level off, albeit at peak levels; and since then 
the general decline continued, while cocaine use took a sharp 
downturn (in 1987) for the first time in more than a decade, and it 
continued to decline through 1991. Crack use began to decline in 
1988 among seniors and continues to gradually decline in all three 
populations for which trend data are available. 

While the normal type of trend data are not available, a com
parison of the levels of inhalant use across the three grade levels, 
combined with the retrospective trend data from seniors, suggests 
that the use of inhalants (other than the nitrite inhalants, which 
tend to be used at an older age than most others) may have been 
increasing-particularly at lower ages. If so, this would be a trend 
contrary to those observed for nearly all other illicit drugs. 
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• While the overall picture has improved considerably in recent 
years, the amount of illicit as well as licit drug use among 
America's younger age groups is still striking when one takes into 
account the following facts: 

By their late twenties, about 75% of today's young adults 
have tried an illicit drug, including about 50% who have 
tried some illicit drug other than (usually in addition to) 
marijuana. Even for high school seniors these proporti.ons 
still stand at 44% and 27%, respectively. 

By age 29, 40% have tried cocaine; and as early as the 
senior year of high school 8% have done so. Roughly one in 
every thirty seniors (3.1%) have tried the particularly 
dangerous form of cocaine called crack: in the young adult 
sample 4.8% have tried it. 

Some 2.0% of high school seniors in 1991 smoke marijuana 
daily, and roughly the same proportion (2.3%) of young 
adults aged 19 to 28 do, as well. Among all seniors in 1991, 
9% had been daily marijuana smokers at some time for at 
least a month, and among young adults the comparable 
figure is 16%. 

Some 30% of seniors have had five or more drinhs in a 
row at least once in the prior two weeks, and such behavior 
tends to increase among young adults one to four years past 
high school. The prevalence of such behavior among male 
college students reaches 52%. 

Some 28% of seniors have smoked cigarettes in the month 
prior to the survey and 19% already are daily smokers. In 
addition, many of the lighter smokers will convert to heavy 
smoking after high school. For example, more than one in 
every five young adults aged 19 to 28 is a daily smoker 
(22%), and almost one in six (16%) smokes a half-pack-a
day or more. 

• Despite the improvements in recent years, it is still true that this 
nation's secondary school students and young adults show a level of 
involvement with illicit drugs which is greater than has been docu
mented in any other industrialized nation in the world. Even by 
longer-term historical standards in this country, these rates remain 
extremely high. Heavy drinking also remains widespread and 
troublesome; and certainly the continuing initiation of large 
proportions of young people to cigarette smoking is a matter of the 
greatest public health concern. 

• Finally) we note the seemingly unending capacity of pharmacologi
cal experts and amateurs to discover new substances with abuse 
potential that can be used to alter mood and consciousness, as well 
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the potential for our young people to "rediscover" older drugs, such 
as LSD. While as a society we have made significant progress on a 
number of fronts in the fight against drug abuse, we must con
tinually be preparing for, and remaining vigilant against, the open
ing of new fronts, as well as the reemergence of trouble on the older 
ones. 
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Chapter 13 

STUDY DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 

The research design, sampling plans, and field procedures used in both the in-school sur
veys of secondary school students, and the follow-up surveys of young adults, are 
presented in this chapter. Related methodological issues such as response rates l popula
tion coverage, and the validity of the measures will also be discussed. 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES FOR THE SURVEYS OF SENIORS 

The data from high school seniors are collected during the spring of each year, beginning 
with the class of 1975. Each data collection takes place in approximately 125 to 135 
public and private high schools selected to provide an accurate representative cross
section of high school seniors throughout the coterminous United States. 

The population under stud:),. There are several reasons for choosing the senior year of 
high school as an optimal point for monitoring the drug use and related attitudes of 
youth. First, the completion of high school represents the end of an important develop
mental stage in this society, since it demarcates both the end of universal public educa
tion and, for many, the end of living in the parental home. Therefore, it is a logical 
point at which to take stock of the cumulated influences of these two environments on 
America.n youth. Further, the completion of high school represents the jumping-off 
point from which young people diverge into widely differing social environments and 
experiences. Finally, there are some important practical advantages to building a sy/')
tern of data collections around samples of high school seniors. The need for systemati
cally repeated, large-scale samples from which to make reliable estimates of change 
requires that considerabie stress be laid on cost efficiency as well as feasibility. The last 
year of high school constitutes the final point at which a reasonably good national 
sample of an age-specific cohort can be drawn and studied economically. 

The omission of dropouts. One limitation in the design to date has been that it does 
not include in the target population those young men and women who drop out of high 
school before graduation-between 15 and 20 percent of each age cohort nationally, 
according to U.S. Census statistics. The ("mission of high school dropouts does introduce 
biases in the estimation of certain charE',cteristics of the entire age group; however, for 
most purposes, the small proportion of dropouts sets outer limits on the bias. Further, 
since the bias from missing dropouts should remain just about constant from year to 
year, their omission should introduce little or no bias in change estimates. Indeed, we 
believe the changes observed over time for those who finish high school are likely to 
parallel the changes for dropout~ in most instances. An Appendix to Volume I addresses 
the likely effects of the exclusion of dropouts on estimates of prevalence of drug use and 
trends in drug use among the entire age cohort; the reader is referred to it for a more 
detailed discussion of this issue. 
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Sampling procedures. A multi-stage random sampling procedure is used for securing 
the nationwide sample of high school seniors each year. Stage 1 is the selection of 
particular geographic areas, Stage 2 the selection of one or more high schools in each 
area, and Stage 3 the selection of seniors within each high school. This three-stage 
sampling procedure yielded the numbers of participating schools and students shown in 
Table 1 of Volume 1. 

Questionnaire administration. About ten days before the administration, students 
are given flyers explaining the study. The actual questionnaire administrations are con
ducted by the local Institute for Social Research representatives and their assistants, 
following standardized procedures detailed in a project instruction manual. The ques
tionnaires are administered in classrooms during a normal class period whenever pos
sible; however, circumstances in some schools require the use of larger group 
administrations. 

Questionnaire format. Because many questions are needed to cover all of the topic 
areas in the study, much of the questionnaire content is divided into six different ques
tionnaire forms which are distributed to participants in an ordered sequence that 
ensures six virtually identical subsamples. (Five questionnaire forms were used between 
1975 and 1988.) About one-thh.'d of each questionnaire form consists of key or "core" 
variables which are common to all forms. All demographic variables, and nearly all of 
the drug use variables included in this report, are included in this core set of measures. 
Many of the questions dealing with attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions of relevant fea
tures of the social environment are contained in only a aingle form, however, and are 
thus based on one-sixth as many cases (Le., approximately 2,600 respondents in 1991) 
or one-fifth as many cases in 1975-1988 (e.g., approximately 3,300 respondents in 
1988). All tables in this report give the sample sizes upon which the statistics are 
based, stated in terms of weighted numbers of cases (which are roughly equivalent to 
the actual numbers of cases). 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PRODEDURES FOR THE SURVEYS OF THE 
EIGHTH AND -TENTH GRADERS 

For reasons indicated in Chapter 1, beginning in 1991 we expanded the study to include 
nationally representative samples of eighth and tenth g-rade students. Our intention is 
to conduct similar surveys on an annual basis and to conduct follow-up surveys of repre
sentative sub-samples from each year's sample. As of 1991, however, no follow-ups have 
yet been implemented. 

In general, the procedures used for the annual surveys of eighth and tenth grade stu
dents closely parallel those used for high school seniors, including the procedures for 
selecting schools and students, questionnaire administrations, and questionnaire for
mats. A major exception is that only two different questionnaire forms are used, rather 
than the six used with seniors. Identical forms are used for both eighth and tenth 
grades, and, for the most part, questionnaire content is drawn from the twelfth grade 
questionnaires. Thus, key demographic variables and measures of drug use and related 
attitudes and beliefs are generally identical for all three grades. The two forms used in 
both eighth and tenth grades have a common core (Parts B and C) that parallels the 
core used in tvvelfth grade, and each form has somewhat different questions in Parts A 
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and D. Many fewer questions about lifestyles and values are included in these forms 
than in the twelfth grade forms, in part because we think that many of these attitudes 
are more lik€lly to be formed by twelfth grade, and therefore are best monitored there. 

For the national survey of eighth graders, approximately 160 schools are sampled, and 
approximately 18,000 students are surveyed. For the tenth graders, approximately 130 
schools are sampled, and approximately 16,000 students are surveyed. 

Our intention is to conduct follow-up surveys at two-year intervals of subsamples of the 
eighth and tenth graders participating in the study, much as is done with senior follow
up samples. The first such follow-up would be implemented in 1993. This pla,n has 
influenced the design of the cross-sectional studies of eighth and tenth gra.ders in two 
important ways. First, in order to "capture" many of the eighth grade participants two 
year::; later in the normal tenth grade cross-sectional study for that year, we select the 
eighth grade schools by first drawing a sample of high schools and then selecting a 
sample of their feeder schools which contain eighth graders. This extra stage in the 
sampling process means that many of the eighth grade participants in, say, the 1991 
cross-sectional survey will also be participants in the 1993 cross-sectional survey of 
tenth graders. Thus, a fair amount of panel data will have been generated at no 
ad;">, al cost. 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES FOR THE FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS OF 
SENIORS 

Beginning with the graduating class of 1976, each class is followed up annually after 
high school on a continuing basis. From the roughly 15,000 to 17,000 seniors originally 
participating in a given class, a representative sample of 2,400 individuals is chosen for 
follow-up. In order to ensure sufficient numbers of drug users in the follow-up surveys, 
those fitting certain criteria of current drug use (that is, those reporting 20 or more uses 
of marijuana, or any use of any of the other illicit drugs, in the previous 30 days) are 
selected with higher probability (by a factor of 3.0) than the remaining seniors. Dif
ferential weighting is then used in all follow-up analyses to compensate for the differen
tial sampling probabilities. Because those in the drug-using stratum receive a weight of 
only .33 in the calculation of all statistics to compensate for their overrepresentation, 
the actual numbers of follow-up cases are somewhat larger than the weighted numbers 
reported in the tables. 

The 2,400 selected respondents from each class are randomly assigned to one of two 
matching groups of 1,200 each; one group is surveyed on even-numbered calendar years, 
while the other group is surveyed on odd-numbered years. This two-year cycle is 
intended to reduce respondent burden, and thus yield a better retention rate across 
years. 

Follow-up procedures. Using information provided by respondents at the time of the 
senior survey (name, address, phone number, and the name and address of someone who 
would always know how to reach them), mail contacts are maintained with those 
selected for inclusion in the follow-up pan~ls. Newsletters are sent each year, and name 
and address corrections are requested. The questionnaires are sent by certified mail in 
the spring of each year. A check for $5.00, made payable to the respondent, is attached 
to the front of each questionnaire. Reminder letters and postcards go out at fixed inter-
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vals thereafter; finally, those not responding receive a prompting phone call from the 
Survey Research Center's phone interviewing facility in Ann Arbor. If requested, a 
second copy of the questionnaire is sent; but no questionnaire content is administered by 
phone. 

Panel retention rates. To date the panel retention rates have remained quite high. In 
the first follow-up after high school, about 80% of the original panel have returned ques
tionnaires. The retention rate reduces with time, as would be expected. The 1991 panel 
retention from the class of 1976-the oldest of the panels, now aged 33 (15 years past 
high school)-still remains at 63%. 

Corrections for panel attrition. Since, to a modest degree, attrition is associated with 
drug use, we have introduced corrections into the prevalence estimates presented here 
for the follow-up panels. These raise the prevalence estimates from what they would be 
uncorrected, but only slightly. We believe the resulting estimates to be the most 
accurate obtainable for the population of high school senior graduates but still low for 
the age group as a whole, due to the omission of dropouts and absentees from the 
population covered by the original panels.3 

Follow-up Questionnaire Format. The questionnaires used in the follow-up surveys 
are very much like those used in the senior year. They are optically scanned; they con
tain a core section on drug use and background and demographic factors common to all 
forms; and they have questions about a wide range of topics at the beginning and ending 
sections, many of which are unique to each questionnaire form. Many of the questions 
asked of seniors are retained in the follow-up questionnaires, and respondents are con
sistently mailed the same questionnaire form, so that changes over time in their 
behaviors, attitudes, experiences, and so forth can be measured. Questions specific to 
high school status and experiences are dropped in the follow-up, of course, and questions 
relevant to post-high school statuses and experiences are added. Thus, there are ques
tions about college, military service, civilian employment, marriage, parenthood, and so 
on. 

For most follow-up cohorts, the numbers of cases on single-form questions are only one
fifth the size of the sample based on core questions. Beginning with the class of 1989, a 
sixth form was introduced in senior year, so data from the more recent classes will have 
N's one-sixth of the total sample size. In the follow-up studies, single form samples, 
from a cohort are too small to make reliable estimates; therefore, in those cases where 
they are reported, the data frJm several adjacent cohorts (and, therefore, age groups) 
are combined. 

3Thc intent of the weighting process is to correct for the effects of differential attrition on follow-up 
drug use estimates. Different weights are used for different substances. Cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana 
each have one weight for every follow-up of each graduating class. The weights are based on the observed 
differences in the distribution on an index of use of the relevant substance in the follow-up compared to the 
base year distribution. For example, the distribution on the index of marijuana use in the 1988 follow-up of 
approximately 1,000 respondents from the class of 1976 was compared to the original 1976 base-year dis
tribution for the entire base-year class of 17,000 respondents; and weights were derived which, when 
applied to the base-year data for only those in the 1988 follow-up, would reproduce the original base-year 
frequency distribution. A similar procedure is used to determine a weight for all illicits other than 
marijuana combined. In this case, however, an average weight is derived across graduating classes. Thus, 
the same weight is applied, for example, to all respondents in the follow-up of 1988, regardless of when they 
graduated from high school. 
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REPRESENTATIVENESS AND VALIDITY 

School participation. Schools are invited to participate in the study for a twowyear 
period. With very few exceptions, each school in the original sample, after participating 
for one year of the study, has agreed to participate for a second year. Each year thus 
far, from 66 percent to 80 percent of the schools invited to participate initially have 
agreed to do so; for each school refusal, a similar school (in terms of size, geogra.phic 
area, urbanicity, etc.) is recruited as a replacement. The selection of replacement 
schools almost entirely removes problems of bias in region, urbanicity, and the like, that 
might result from certain schools refusing to participate. Other potential biases could 
be more subtle, however. If, for example, it turned out that most schools with "drug 
problems" refused to participate, that would seriously bias the sample. And if any other 
single factor were dominant in most refusals, that also might suggest a source of serious 
bias. In fact, however, the reasons for a school refusing to participate are varied and 
are often a function of happenstance events specific to that particular year; only a very 
small proportion specifically object to the drug content of the survey. Thus we feel quite 
confident that school refusals have not seriously biased the surveys. 

Schools are selected in such a way that half of each year's sample is comprised of schools 
which participated the previous year, and half is comprised of schools which will par
ticipate the next year. This staggered halfwsam.ple design is used to check on possible 
errors in the yearwto-year trend estimates due to school turnOVl':!r. Specifically, separate 
sets of one-year trends are computed using first that half-sample of schools which par
ticipated in both 1975 and 1976, then the half-sample which participated in both 1976 
and 1977, and so on. Thus, each one-year trend estimate derived in this way is based 
on a constant S9t of about 65 schools. When the resulting trend data (examined 
separately for each class of drugs) are compared with trends based on the total samples 
of schools, the results are highly similar, indicating that the trend estimates are little 
affected by turnover or shifting refusal rates in the school samples. '1':1e absolute preva.
lence estimates for a given year are not as accurate using just the half-sample, however. 

Student participation. Completed questionnaires are obtained from 7'7% to 86% of all 
sampled seniors in participating schools each year (see Table 1, Volume 1). Student par
ticip~tion rates for eighth and tenth grades are somewhat higher (90% at 87%, respec
tively, in 1991). The single most important reason that students are missed is absence 
from class at the time of data collection; in most cases it is not workable to schedule a 
special follow-up data collection for absent students. Students with fairly high rates of 
absenteeism also report above-average rates of drug use; therefore, there is some degree 
of bias introduced into the prevalence estimates by missing the absentees. Much of that 
bias could be corrected through the use of special weighting; however, we decided not to 
use such a weighting procedure because the bias in overall drug use estimates was 
determined to be quite small, and because the necessary weighting procedures wOJlld 
have introduced undesirable complications. Appendix A of one of our earlier reports4 

provides a discussion of this point and the Appendix to this report shows trend and 
prevalence estimates which would result with corrections for absentees included. 

4Johnston, L.D., O'Malley, P.M., & Bachman, J.G. (1984). Drugs and Amel'ican high school students: 
1975-1983. (DHHS (ADM) 85-1374.) Washington, D.C.: U,S. Government Printing Office. 
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Of course, some students are not absent from class, but simply refuse when asked to 
complete a questionnaire. However, the proportion of explicit refusals amounts to less 
than 1 percent of the target sample. 

VALIDITY OF THE MEASURES OF SELF·REPORTED DRUG USE 

The question always arises whether sensitive behaviors like drug use are honestly 
reported. Like most studies dealing WIth sensitivp. behaviors, we have no direct, totally 
objective validation of the present measures; however, the considerable amount of 
inferential evidence that exists strongly suggests that the self-report questions produce 
largely valid data. A more complete discussion of the contributing evidence which leads 
to this conclusion may be found in other publications; here we will only briefly sum· 
marize the evidence.5 

First, using a three-wave panel design, we established that the various measures of self
reported drug use have a high degree of reliability-a necessary condition for validity.6 
In essence, this means that respondents were highly consistent in their self-repoL-ted 
behaviors over a three- to four~year time interval. Second, we found a high degree of 
consistency among logically related measures of use within the same questionnaire 
administration. Third, the proportion of seniors reporting some illicit drug use by senior 
year has reached two-thirds of all respondents in peak years and nearly as high as 80% 
in some follow-up years, which constitutes prima facie evidence that the degree of under
reporting must be very limited. Fourth, the seniors' reports of use by their friends
about which they would presumably have less reason to distort-has been highly consis
tent with self-r,sported use in the aggregate in terms of both prevalence and trends in 
prevalence, as will be discussed later in this report. Fifth, we have found self-reported 
drug use to relate in consistent and expected ways to a number of other attitudes, 
behaviors, beliefs, and social situations-in other words, there is strong evidence of "con
struct validity." Sixth, the missing data rates for the self-reported use questions are 
only very slightly higher than for the preceding nonsensitive questions, in spite of the 
instruction to respondents to leave blank those drug use questions they felt they could 
not answer honestly. And seventh, the great majority of respondents) when asked) say 
they would answer such questions honestly if they were users. 

This is not to argue that self-reported measures of drug use are valid in all cases. In the 
present study we have gone to great lengths to create a situation and set of procedures 
in which students feel that their confidentiality will be protected. We have also tried to 
present a convincing case as to why such research is needed. We think the evidence sug
gests that a high level of validity has been obtained. Nevertheless) insofar as there 

5Johnston, L.D., & O'Malley, P.M. (1985). Issues of validity and population coverage in student sur
veys of drug use. In B.A. Rouse, N.J. Kozel, & L.G. Richards (Eds.), Self-report methods of estimating drug 
use: MeetiTtg current challenges to validity (NIDA Research Monograph No. 57 (ADM) 85-1402). 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Officej Johnston, L.D., O'Malley, P.M., & Bachman. 
J.G, (1984). Drugs and American high school students: 1975-1983 (DI'IHS (ADM) 85-1374). Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

60 'Malley, P.M., Bachman, J.G .• & Johnston, L.D. (1983). Reliability and consistency in self-reports 
of drug use. International Journal of the Addictions, 18, 805-824. 
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exists any remaining reporting bias, we believe it to be in the direction of underreport
ing. Thus, we believe our estimates to be lower than their true values, even for the 
obtained samples, but not substantially so. 

Consistency and the measurement of trends. One further point is worth noting in a 
discussion of the validity of the findings. The Monitoring the Future project is designed 
to be sensitive to changes from one time to another. Accordingly, the measures and 
procedures have been standardized and applied consistently across each data collection. 
To the extent that any biases remain because of limits in school and/or studcmt par
ticipatiun, and to the extent that there are distortions (lack of validity) in the responses 
of some students, it seAms very likely that such problems will exist in much the same 
way from one year to the next. In other words, biases in the survey estimates will tend 
to be consistent from one ye{ll' to another, which means that our measurement of trends 
should be affected very little uy any such biases. The smooth and consistent nature of 
most trend curves reported for the various drugs provides rather compelling empirical 
support for this assertion. 
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Chapter 14 

PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE AMONG YOUNG· ADULTS 
POSTMHIGH SCHOOL 

As described i.n more detail in the preceding chapter, the Monitoring the Future study 
conducts ongoing panel studies on representative samples from each graduating class, 
beginning with the class of 1976. Two matched panels, of roughly 1200 seniors each, 
are selected from each graduating class-one panel is surveyed every even-numbered 
year after graduation, the other is surveyed every odd-numbered year. Thus, in a given 
year, the study encompasses one of the panels from each of the senior classes previously 
participating in the study. In 1991, this meant that representative samples of the clas
ses of 19"/6 through 1990-01' iLfteen previous classes in all-were surveyed by mail. 

In this section we present the results of that follow-up survey-results which should 
accurately characterize the approximately 85% of young adults in the class cohorts one 
to fifteen years beyond high school who are high school graduates. Their modal ages are 
between 19 and 33. 'rhe high school dropout segment missing from the senior year sur
veys is, of course, missing from all of the follow-up surveys, as well. 

Figures 31 through 49 contain the 1991 prevalence data by age, through those who are 
fourteen years beyond high school (modal age of 32). Later figures contain the trend 
data for each age group, including seniors and graduates who ale up to ten years past 
high school (modal age of 28). With the exception of the seniors, age groups have been 
paired into two-year intervals in both sets of figures in order to increase the number of 
cases, and thus the reliability, for each point estimate. The trends are based on a more 
delimited age band in order to cover more years. For obvious reasons, trends on the 
youngest age bands can be calculated for the longest period of time. As the years pass 
and the class cohorts get older, new age groups are added to the figures. 

A NOTE ON LIFETIME PREVALENCE ESTIMATES 

In Figures 31 through 49 two different estimates of lifetime prevalence are 
provided. One estimate is based on the respondent's most recent statement of whether he 
or she ever used the drug in question (second bar from the left). The other estimate 
takes into account the respondent's answers regarding lifetime use gathered in all of the 
previous data collections in which he or she participated (the left-most bar).7 The 
former type of estimate is most commonly presented in epidemiolClgical studies, since it 
can be made based on the data from a single cross-sectional survey. The latter is pos-

7To be categorized as one who nas used the drug based on all past answers regarding that drug, the 
respondent has either (a) to have reported past use in the most recent data collection and/or (b) to have 
reported some use in his or her lifetime on at least two earlier occasions. Because respondents in the age 
groups of 18 and 19-20 !!annot have their responses adjusted on the basis of two earlier occasions, adjusted 
prevalences aro ,eported only for ages 21 and older. 
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sible only when panel data have been gathered and a responcent can be classified as 
having used a drug at sometime in his or her life (based on earlier answers) even though 
he or she no longer indicates lifetime use in the most recent survey. 

The divergence of these two estimates as a function of age shows that there is more 
inconsistency as time passes. (Obviously there is more opportunity for inconsistency as 
the number of data collections increases.) Our judgment is that "the truth" lies some
where between the two estimates: The lower estimate may be depressed by tendencies to 
forget, "forgive," or conceal earlier use, and the upper estimate may include earlier 
response errors or incorrect definitions of drugs which respondents appropriately cor
rected in later surveys. (It should be noted that a high proportion of those giving incon
sistent answers across time had earlier reported having used only once or twice in their 
lifetime.) As we have reported elsewhere, cross-time stability of self-reported usage 
measures, which take into account the number of occasions of self-reported use, is still 
very high.8 

It also should be noted that the divergence between the two lifetime prevalence 
estimates is greatest for the psychotherapeutic drugs and the derivative index of "use of 
an illicit drug other than marijuana," which is heavily affected by the psychothera"Peutic 
estimates. We believe this is due to the greater diffi"u.lty for respondents in categorizing 
such pills with a high degree of certainty-especially if they have used them only once or 
twice. One would expect higher inconsistency across time, when the event (and in many 
of these cases it is a single event) is reported at quite different points in time with a 
relatively low degree IOf certainty. Those who have gone beyond simple experimentation 
with one of these drugs would undoubtedly be able to categorize them with a higher 
degree of certainty. Also, those who have experimented more recently (say in the past 
month or year) should. have a higher probability of recall as well as more fresh informa
tion for accurately categorizing the drug. 

We provide both estimates to make clear that a full use of respondent information 
provides a possible range for lifetime prevalence estimates, not a single point. However, 
by far the most important use of the prevalence data is to track trends in current (as 
opposed to lifetime) use; thus we are much less concerned about the nature of the 
variability in the lifetime estimates than we might otherwis~ be. The lifetime preva
lence estimates are primarily of importance in showing the degree to which a drug class 
has penetrated the general population. 

PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE IN 1991 AS A FUNCTION OF AGE 

• For virtually all drugs, available age comparisons show a much 
higher lifetime prevalence for the older age groups. In fact, the 
figures reach impressive levels among young adults in their early 
thirties. For example, in 1991 the adjusted lifetime prevalence 
figures among 31 to 32 year 01ds reach 84% for any illicit drug; 
63% for any illicit drug other than marijuana; 79% fur 
marijuana; and 40o/c for cocaine, specifically. Put another way, 

80 'Malley, P.M., Bachman, J.G., & Johnston, L.n. (1983). Reliability and consistency !n self-reports 
of drug use. International Journal of the Addictions, 18, 805-824. 
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among young Americans in the cohorts which graduated high school 
in 1977 and 1978 only about one-sixth (16%) have never tried an 
illegal drug. 

The 1991 survey responses) unadjusted for previous answers, show 
somewhat lower lifetime prevalence: 76% for any illicit drug, 51% 
for any illicit drug other than marijuana, 73% for marijuana, and 
35% for cocaine. 

• Despite the higher levels of lifetime use among older age groups, the 
older age groups generally show levels of annual or current use 
which are no higher than among high school seniors; in fact, for a 
number of drugs the levels reported by older respondents are lower, 
suggesting that the incidence of quitting has more than offset the 
incidence of new use after high school. (See Tables 34 to 36, as 
well as Figures 31 through 49.) 

In analyses published elsewhere, we have looked closely at patterns 
of change in drug use, and have identified some post-high school 
experiences which contribute to declining levels of ar.nual or cur
rent use as respondents grow older. In particular, the likelihood of 
being married increases with age, and we have found that mar
riage is consistently associated with declines in alcohol use in 
general, heavy drinking in particular, marijuana use, and use of' 
other illicit drugs. 9 

• For the use of any illicit drug, lifetime prevalence is 84% among 
31 to 32 year olds vs. 44% among the 1991 seniors; however, 
annual prevalence is slightly lower among those in their late twen
ties than among those in their late teens and early twenties (seE: 
Figure 31). Current (30-day) prevalence is constant at 14% to 17% 
aCr("ss the entire age-band 18 to 32, however. 

• A similar pattern exists for marijuana; that is, higher lifetime 
prevalence as a function of age, but. somewhat lower annual preva
lence during the later twenties. Thirty-day prevalence is fairly con
stant across the age-band at 12% to 15% (see Figure 33), and cur
rent daily marijuana use is now between 2% and 3%. 

• The statistics on the use of an,' illicit drug other than 
marijuana (Figure 32) behave in a somewhat different fashion. 
Like marijuana and the any-illicit-drug-use index, corrected 
lifetime rates on this index also show an appreciable rise with age, 
reaching 63% among the 31 to 32 year old age group. RowBver, 
both the 30-day and annual usage statistics are fairly constant 

9Bachman, J. G., O'Malley, P. M., & Johnston, L. D. (1984). Drug use among young adults: The 
impacts of role status and social environment. Journal of Personality and Socia·~ Psychology, 47, 629-645. 
See also, Bachman, J.G., O'Malley, P.M., Johnston, L.D., Rodgers, W.L., and Schulenberg, J. (1992) Chan
ges in Drug Use during the Post-High School Years. Monitoring the Future Occasional Paper No. 35. Ann 
Arbor, MI: Institute for Social Research. 
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across the age band. As the next several paragraphs illustrate, 
most of the drugs which constitute this category show a decline 
wifh age in annual prsvalence. Thus, the one which shows an 
appreciable increase with age-namely, cocaine-must account for 
this constancy across age in this general category, 

• Several classes of drugs show rates of current use among the older 
age groups proportionately much lower than among seniors. For 
example, in recent years hallucinogens (including LSD) have 
shown lower annual and 30-day prevalence rates for the older ages 
than for seniors (Figures 37-39), However, all of these prevalence 
rates are fairly low, and thus the absolute differences are quite 
small. 

• For stimulants lifetime prevalence is again much higher among 
the older age groups (Figure 34)-reflecting the addition of many 
new initiates in the early twenties. However, active use as 
reflected in the annual prevalence figure is now lower among the 
older age groups. This has not always been true; the present pat
tern is the result of a sharper decline in use i.n the older ages than 
has occurred among seniors. These trer.is are discussed in the next 
section. 

• In 1991, questions on the use of crystal methamphetamine 
("ice"), are contained in two forms. Among the 19 to 32 year old 
respondents 0.3% reported some use in the prior year-lower than 
the 1.4% reported by seniors. Among the 19-24 year olds, 0.4%-
0.5% reported annual use, compared to 0.2% or less among the 
older respondents (Figure 45). 

• Questions on methaqualone were dropped from the follow-up 
questionnaires beginning in 1990; only the 1989 survey results can 
be referenced here. They showed lifetime prevalence appreciably 
higher among older age groups, but little age-related difference in 
annual prevalence among thE' post-high school age groups. High 
school seniors showed a slightly higher annual prevalence than the 
older age groups; but all ages showed very low current prevalence 
rates, reflecting very high rates of noncontinuation for this drug. 

• Barbiturates are similar to stimulants (and methaqualone) in 
that lifetime prev::tJence is appreciably higher in the older ages, but 
slightly different in that active nonmedical use after high school 
has always been lower than such use during high school (Figure 
41). At present current usage rates are very low in all age groups. 

• Opiates other than heroin show age differences very similar to 
those seen for barbiturates-somewhat higher lifetime prevalence 
as a function of age but active nonmedical US~1 consistently lower 
among post-high school age groups (Figure 42). 
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• Tranquilizer use, on the other hand, remains fairly stable for 30-
day and annual prevalence rates across the full age band (Figure 
43). 

• Cocaine presents a unique case among the illicit drugs in that 
lifetime, annual, and current use all) are substantially higher 
among the older age groups. Annual and current use appear to 
plateau in the mid-20's and then remain fairly constant through 
age 32 (Figure 35). In 1991, lifetime prevalence by age 31 to 32 
was 40% vs. 8% among today's high school seniors (and 12% among 
the 31 to 32 year old cohorts when they were seniors in the late 
1970's). Annual prevalence for 31 to 32 year olds today is 7% and 
30-day prevalence is 2%-again, higher than for the 1991 seniors. 
Clearly, cocaine is used much more frequently among people in 
their twenties than among those in their late teens; this fact con
tinues to distinguish it from all of the other m:cit drugs. 

• With regard to crack use, the standard set of three prevalence 
questions was introduced for the first time in 1987. In 1991, 
lifetime prevalence reached 6% to 7~o among those in their late 
twenties and early thirties, vs. 3.1% among seniors. However, cur
rent prevalence for the follow-up respondents is at or below that for 
seniors (Figure 36). On average, the follow-up respondents one to 
fourteen years out of high school have an annual prevalence of 
1.2% vs. 1.5% among seniors, and a 30-day prevalence of 0.4% 
vs. 0.7% among seniors. Taken together these facts suggest that 
follow-up respondents have a higher rate of noncontinuation than 
do seniors, as is true for most other drugs. 

As with the senior data, we expect that the omission of high school 
dropouts is likely to have a greater than average impact on the 
prevalence estimates for this drug. 

• In the case of alcohol, prevalence rates generally increase for the 
first four years after high school, through age 21 or 22 (Figure 
48a). After that, age differences vary slightly for the different 
prevalence periods. Lifetime prevalence, due to a "ceiling effect," 
changes very little after age 21 to 22. Current use (in the past 30 
days) is highest among the 21 to 22 year olds and gets progres
sively lower for each higher age group. Even among the oldest 
group, 31 to 32, the current usage rate is higher than among 1991 
seniors. Current daily drinking shows no decline after age 21-22; 
it remains fairly constant at 5-6% through the twenties and early 
thirties. 

• Occasions of heavy drinking in the two weeks prior to the survey 
shows the largest differences among the age groups (Figure 48b). 
Twenty-one to 22 year olds show the highest prevalence of such 
heavy drinking (40%) among all respondents, but among those 
eleven or more years beyond high school rates actually are lower 
than those observed in senior year (25% vs. 30% among seniors). We 
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have interpreted this curvilinear relationship as reflecting an age 
effect (not a cohort effect), because it seems to replicate across years 
and different graduating classes. 10 

• Cigarette smoking shows an unusual pattern of age-related dif
ferenc"3s (Figure 49). On the ~ne hand, current smoking (30-day 
prevalence) is about the same among those in their twenties as 
amons high school seniors, reflecting the fact that relatively f6W 

new people are recruited to smoking after high school. On th~ 
other hand, smoking at heavier levels-such as smoking daily or 
smoking half-a-pack daily-is considerably higher among the older 
age groups, reflecting the fact that many who were previously mod
erate smokers move into a pattern of heavier consumption during 
their twenties.ll While slightly more than a third of the current 
smokers in high school smoke at the rate of half-pack a day or 
more, three-quarters of the current smokers in the 31 to 32 age 
group do so. 

• ]fDMA ("ecstasy") is a drug that recently has come to the fore. It 
was included hr the first. time in the 1989 follow-up surveys to 
assess how widespread its use had become among young adults. 
Questions about its use were not asked of high school students, 
primarily because we were concerned that its alluring name and 
relati>ely low prevalence might have the effect of stimulating inter
est in high school students. 

REllatively few 1991 followup respondents report any use of MDMA: 
among 19 to 32 year olds 3.2% have ever tried it and only 1 in 
1000 (0.1%) have used in the prior 30 days (Figure 44). Annual 
use is highest among 21 to 24 year oids (about 1.0%) vs. 25 to 30 
year olds (0.6%) and those over 30 (0.2%). Even lifetime use is 
slightly higher in the early- to mid-20's than in the late 20's due to 
the recency of its introduction and its tendency to be taken up 
among those of college age. 

• Questions about use of steroids were added in 1989 to one form 
only, making it more difficult to determine age-related differences 
with much accuracy. Overall, 1.3% of 19 to 32 year olds in 1991 
reported having used steroids in their lifetime. Annual and 30-day 
use levels were very low, at 0.4% and 0.2%, respectively. (See 
Tables 36 to 38). 

lOO'Malley, P.M., Bachman, J.G., & Johnston, L.D. (1988). Period, age, and cohort effects on sub
stance use among young Americans: A dec,:;lde of change, 1976-1986. American Journal of Public Health, 
78, 1315-132l. 

llBecause age is confounded with class cohort, and because we have established that cigarette smok
ing shows strong cohort effects (enduring differences among cohorts), one must be careful in interpreting 
age-related differences in a cross-sectional sample as if they were due only to age effects (i.e. changes with 
age consistently observable across cohorts). However, multivariate analyses conducted on panel data from 
multiple cohorts do show a consistent age effect of the type mentioned here (O'Malley, Bachman, & 
Johnston, (1988), op. cit.). 

34 



p 
e 
r 
c 
e 
n 
t 

U 
s 
i 
n 
9 

1 

FIGURE 31 

Any lllicit Drug: Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

C1 Lifetime, 
Adjusted 

a Ufetimo 

• Annual 

• Thirty-Day 

18 19-20 

by Age Group 

21-22 23-24 25·26 27-28 29-30 

Age at Administration 
31-32 

NOTE: Lifetime prevalenr.e estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self.reports of drug ufe 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 32 

Any Illicit Drug Other than Marijuana: Lifetime, Annual, and 
Thirty.Day Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 

[J lifetime. 
Adjusted 

m lifetime 

• Annual 

• Thirty-Day 

10 19·20 21-22 23·24 25-26 27·28 29-30 31-32 

Age at Administration 

NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistencY in self-reports of drug Use 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 33 

Marijuana: Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

[J Ufetime, 
Adjusted 
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• Annual 

• Thirty-Day 

18 19-20 

by Age Group 

21-22 23-24 25-26 27-28 29-30 

Age at Administration 

NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self-reports of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 34 

Stimulants: Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

CJ Ufetimo, 
Adjusted 

m Ufotlmo 

• Annual 
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18 19-20 

by Age Group 

45 

42 
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48 

31-32 

NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self-reports of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 

aThe divergence between the two lifetime prevalence estimates is due in part to the change in 
question wording initiated in 1982/1983, which clarified the instruction to omit non-prescription 
stimulants. 
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FIGURE 35 

Cocaine: Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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40 

... 
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NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self.reports of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 36 

Crack: Lifetime; Annual, aud Thirty.Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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NOTE: Adjusted lifetime prevalence estimates are not presented because the first complete 
measures of crack use were not introduced until 1987. 
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FIGURE 37 

Hallucinogens"': Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty.Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 
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AdJuste.d 
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NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimatP.s were adjusted for inconsistency in self·reports of drug use 
* over time. See text for discussion. 
Unadjuswd for the possible underreporting of PCP. 
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FIGURE 38 

LSD: Lifetime, Annual, and ThirtyaDay 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self.reports of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 39 

Hallucinogen6 Other than LSD!: Lifetime, Annual, and 
Thirty-Day Prevalence AmoTJ.g Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 

Cl Lifetime, 
Adjusted 

m Lifetime 

• Annual 

• Thirty-Day 

18 19-20 21-22 23-24 25-26 27-28 29-30 

Age at Administration 
31-32 

NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self-reports of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 40 

Inhalants": Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self.reports of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 

·Unadjusted for the possible underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. 
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FIGURE 41 

Barbiturates: Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty.Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 
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NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self.reports of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 42 

Other Opiates: Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 
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NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self-reports of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 43 

Tranquilizers: Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency in self-reports of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 44 

MDMA: Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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FIGURE 45 

Crystal Methamphetamine: Lifetime, Annual, and 
Thirty.Day Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group , 
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FIGURE 46 

Steroids: Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day 
Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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FIGURE 47 

Heroin: Lifetime, Annual, and ThirlyoDay 
Prevalence Among Young' Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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FIGURE 48a 

Alcohol: Various Prevalence Rates Among Young Adults, 1991 
by Age Group 
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NOTE: Lifetime prevalence estimates were adjusted for inconsistency ill self-repvrts of drug use 
over time. See text for discussion. 
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FIGURE 48b 

Two-Week Prevalence of Five or More Drinks in a Row, 
and Thirty.Day Prevalence of Daily Use, Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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FIGURE 49 

Cigarettes: Armual, Thirty.Day, Daily, and Half
Pack Prevalence Among Young Adults, 1991 

by Age Group 
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NOTE: Lifetime prevalence is not asked in the follow-up surveys. Annual prevalence is not 
asked in the base-year surveys. 
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PREVALENCE COMPARISONS FOR SUBGROUPS OF YOUNG ADULTS 

Sex Differences 

• Statistics on usage rates for young adults one to fourteen years 
beyond high school (modal ages 19 to 32), combined, are given for 
the total sample and separately for males and females in Tables 35 
to 39. 

• In general, most of the sex differences in drug use which pertained 
in high school may be found in this young adult sample as well. 
For example, somewhat more males than females report using any 
illicit drug during the prior year (30% vs. 23%). Males have 
higher annual prevalence rates in most of the illicit drugs-with 
the highest ratios pertaining for steroids, nitrites, heroin, PCP, 
LSD, hallucinogens in general, inhalants, and crack cocaine. 
For example, among the 19 to 32 year olds crack was used by 1.8% 
of males vs. 0.7% of females during the prior twelve months. 

• Other large sex differences are to be found in daily marijuana 
use (3.6% for males vs. 1.4% for females in 1991), daily alcohol 
use (8.6% vs. 2.2%), and occasions of drinking five or more 
drinks in a row in the prior two weeks (44% vs. 22%). The sex 
difference in occasions of heavy drinking is even greater among 
young adults then among high school seniors (where it is 38% for 
males vs. 21% for females). 

• The use of stimulants, which is now about equivalent among 
males and fBmales in high school, is also similar for both sexes in 
this post-high school period (annual prevalence 4.7% vs. 3.4%). 

• Crystal methamphetamine ("ice") is used by equally small per
centages of males (0.2% annual prevalence) and females (0.3%). 

• Unlike most substances, there are few differences between males 
and females in rates of cigarette use. 

Among high school seniors in 1991, males and females are about 
equally likely to have smoked cigarettes in the past month (28-
29%), and to have smoked daily in the past month (18-19%). 
Males are slightly more likely than females to smoke at the half
pack level (12% vs. 10%). These sex differences are very similar 
among young adults aged 19 to 32: males are only slightly more 
likely than females to have smoked at all in the past month (28% 
vs. 27%), to smoke daily (23% vs. 22%), and slightly more likely to 
smoke at th/~ half-pack a day level (18% vs. 16%). 
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TABLE 35 

Prevalence of Use of Various Types of Drugs, by ~ex, 1991 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 1.9-32 
(Entries are percentaget;) 

~ Females Total 

Approx. Wtd. N = (4000) (5000) (9000) 

Any Illicit Druge 
Annual 29.6 23.4 26.2 
Thirty-Day 18.4 12.0 14.9 

Any Illic!t Druge Other than Marijuana 
Annual 16.2 12.2 14.0 
Thirty-Day 6.5 4.5 5.4 

Marijuana 
Annual 27.0 19.6 22.9 
Thirty-Day 17.0 10.1 13.2 
Daily 3.6 1.4 2.4 

Inhalantsb 

Annual 2.2 1.1 1.6 
Thirty-Day 0.6 0.2 0.4 

Nitritesg 

Annual 0.6 0.0 0.3 
Thirty-Day 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Hallucinogens 
Annual 5.6 2.1 3.7 
Thirty-Day 1.4 0.5 0.9 

LSD 
Annual 4.7 1.7 3.0 
Thirty-Day 1.0 0.4 0.7 

pcPg 
Annual 0.4 0.0 0.2 
Thirty-Day 0.2 0.0 0.1 

Cocaine 
Annual 8.1 4.9 6.3 
Thirty-Day 3.0 1.5 2.1 

Crack 
Annual 1.8 0.7 1.2 
Thirty-Day 0.7 0.2 0.4 

Other Cocain/ 
Annual 7.2 4.4 5.6 
Thirty-Day 2.7 1.3 2.0 

MDMA (UEcstasy")c 
Annual 0.8 0.6 0.7 
Thirty-Day 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Heroin 
Annual 0.2 0.1 0.1 
Thirty-Day 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Other Opiatesa 
Annual 2.4 2.2 2.3 
Thirty-Day 0.5 0.7 0.6 

(Table continued on next page) 
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TABLE 35 (Cont.) 

~'3revalfmce of Use of Various Types of Drugs, by Sex, 1991 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-32 
(Entries are percentages) 

~ Females ~ 

Approx. Wtd. N = (4000) (5000) (9000) 

Stimulants, Adjusteda,d 
Annual 4.7 3.4 4.0 
Thirty-Day 1.4 1.3 1.3 

Crystal Methamphetamine ("Ice")c 
Annual 0.2 0.3 0.3 
Thirty-Day 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Barbituratesa 

Annual 2.1 1.6 1.8 
Thirty.Day 0.8 0.5 0.6 

Tranquilizersa 

Annual 3.7 3.6 3.7 
Thirty-Day 1.0 1.1 1.1 

Steroidsg 

Annual 0.9 0.0 0.4 
Thirty-Day 0.4 0.0 0.2 

Alcohol 
Annual 88.1 84.7 86.3 
Thirty-Day 76.7 64.9 70.2 
Daily 8.6 2.2 5.1 
5 + drinks in a row 

in last 2 weeks 44.0 22.3 32.0 

Cigarettes 
Annual 36.2 35.8 36.0 
Thirty-Day 28.4 27.0 27.7 
Daily (Any) 22.6 21.5 22.0 
Half-pack or more per day 18.0 15.7 16.8 

aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 
bThis drug was asked about in five of the six questionnaire forms. Total N 
)s approximately 7400. 
~'This drug was asked about in two of the six questionnaire forms. Total N 
dis approximately 3600. 

Based on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude 
the inappropriate reporting of non-prescription stimulants. 

eUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, 
cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, 

tor tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 
This drug was asked about in four of the six questionnaire forms. Total N 
is approximately 5600. 

gThis drug was asked about in one of t.he six questionnaire forms. Total N 
is approximately 1800. 
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• Steroid use among young adults is considerably more prevalent 
among males than females, as is true for seniors. Among seniors 
2.4% of the males reported steroid use in the past year vs. 0.2% of 
the females. These statistics are much lower among the 19 to 32 
year olds-0.9% vs. 0.0%. 

• MD.i11A ("ecstasy") is slightly higher among males than females in 
the young adult sample (annual prevalence 0.8% vs. 0.6%, respec
tively). 

Regional Differences 

The regional location of each follow-up respondent is determined by his or 
her answer to a question about state of current residence. States are 
then assigned to the same regions used in the analysis of the high school 
data (see Figure 5, in Volume I). Tables 36-39 present regional differen
ces in lifetime prevalence, annual prevalence, 30-day prevalence, and cur
rent daily prevalence, for the 19 to 32 year aIds combined. 

• Regional differences use are not very large for marijuana use, 
except that the South is lower than the other regions, as is true 
among seniors. The South is also somewhat lower in the propor
tion using any illicit drug. 

• Again consistent with the high school findings, the Northeast and 
the West show considerably higher rates of annual cocaine use 
than the NOl th Central "and the South; these regional differences 
are smaller on 30-day prevalence. Cracll cocaine, however, shows 
no differences based on region in 1991 for either young adults or 
seniors. 

• The annual use of stimulants is lowest in the Northeast, again 
consistent with the high school results. 

• The use of crystal methamphetamine ("ice") is primarily con
centrated in the Western region of the country, 0.8% annual preva
lence vs. 0.1% to 0.2% for all other regions. 

• For th;} remaining illicit drugs the al1l1ual and 30-day preva
lence rates tend to be very low (under 4% and 2% respectively), 
making regional differences small in absolute terms, even when 
there are any. The specifics may be gleaned from Tables 37 and 
38. 

• The annual and 30-day prevalence ra.tes for alcohol are somewhat 
higher in the Northeast and North Central regions than in the 
Southern and Western parts of the country, as is true fOl' seniors. 
Occasional heavy drinhing shows the same pattern: 36%, 38%, 
27% and 28% for the Northeast, North Central, South, and West 
respectively. (See Table 39.) 
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o Like the senior data, cigarette smoking in these older age groups 
is lowest in the West and highest in the Northeast and North 
Central. 

Differences Related to Population Density 

Population density was measured by asking the respondent to check 
which of a number of listed alternatives best described the size and 
nature of the community in which he or she resided during March of that 
year. The major answer alternatives are listed in Table 36 and the 
population size given to the respondent to help define each level is 
provided in the footnote. (Examinations of the 1987 and 1988 drug use 
data for the two most urban strata revealed that the modest differences 
in prevalence rates between the suburbs and the corresponding cities 
were not worth the compleY:ity of reporting them separately; accordingly, 
these categories were merged.) See Tables 37 through 39 for the relevant 
results discussed below. 

• For most of the illicit drugs there is no positive association 
between size of community and prevalence of use, which may be a 
counter-intuitive finning for many. 

• Among the exceptions is marijuana, which shows a modest posi
tive association with population density, due primarily to the 
lowest category (farm/country) having below-average rates of 
annual and 30-day prevalence. There are few differences other
wise. 

• Annual use of hallucinogens, including LSD and MDMA, is also 
lower than average in the farm/country, and higher than average 
in the very large cities, as are usage rates for inhalants and any 
illicit drug. 

• Cocaine use has only a modest positive association with popula
tion density-primarily due to the farm/country and small town 
strata having lower than average usage rates. Crack cocaine, 
however, shows no such relationship. 

• Although the overall prevalence rates are very low, the use of crys
tal methamphetamine ("ice") is mostly concentrated in the 
medium-sized cities and very large cities (0.6% and 0.5% respec
tively, vs. 0.1% to 0.2% for the other strata). 

• Lifetime, annual, and 30-day alcohol use measures show a slight 
positive association with population density. Occasions of heavy 
drinking, however, are about the same across all strata except 
farm/country, which has a slightly lower rate. Not even that 
association exists for prevalence of daily use, which stands at 
between 5% and 6% for all community size strata. 
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• By way of contrast, cigarette smoking is highest in the farm/ 
country stratum and lowest in the large cities (daily prevalences of 
26% VS. 18%), 
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Table 36 
Llfetlmee Prevalence of Use or Various Types of Drugs, by Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-32 

(Entries are percentages) 

Any IDicit 
Approx. Any Drug Other 

WeightedN IDicit Drug than Marijuana Marijuana Inhalantsa,b Nitritesc 

Total 9000 65.8 41.4 62.3 13.1 3.1 

Sex: 
Male 4000 67.1 43.5 64.1 17.5 5..6 
Female 5000 64.7 39.6 60.9 9.5 1.1 

Modal Age: 
19-20 1500 48.1 26.0 44.0 15.5 0.3 
21-22 1400 59.5 34.4 56.1 14.1 0.7 
23-24 1300 63.6 38.8 60.2 12.0 1.3 
25-26 1200 70.1 45.0 66.7 13.1 1.5 
27-28 1200 73.9 48.S 70.3 11.6 3.6 
29-30 1200 74.2 51.1 71.7 13.0 6.5 
31-32 1200 76.4 51.0 73.3 11.5 8.3 

Region: 
Northeast 1900 70.7 44.1 68.5 13.7 3.8 
North CcnlIal 2500 67.0 41.1 63.8 13.2 2.5 
South 2900 60.8 37.0 56.4 11.6 3.1 
West 1600 67.4 47.1 64.0 15.0 3.1 

Population Density:d 
60.7 36.6 55.9 Fann/Countly 1100 11.1 2.1 

Small Town 2700 64.9 40.4 60.7 11.9 1.9 
Medium City 1900 64.4 40.1 61.6 14.1 3.6 
Large City 1800 68.3 42.2 64.9 13.7 2.9 
V cy Large City 1300 70.1 48.0 68.2 15.2 5.8 

.UnadjuslCd for known undmeporting oC certain drugs. Sec text for deW,.. 

bnns drug was asked about in fIye of the six queslioonaire fOllDS. Total N is approximately 7400. 

'1bis drug was asked about in one of !he six questionnaire forms. Total N is approximately 1800. 

dA small town is dermed as having less than 50,000 inhabitants; a medium city as 50,()()()'100,OOO; • large city IS l00,()()()'500,OOO; and • very luge city as having over 
500,000 residents. Wilbin each level of population density suburban and urban respondents arc combined. 

eLifelime prevalence is Wlcorrocted for any cross·time inconsistencies in responding. 

HaJlu-
cinogensa 

17.5 

22.4 
13.5 

10.7 
14.4 
16.5 
18.0 
20.1 
21.6 
23.5 

19.5 
17.5 
14.0 
21.8 

13.7 
15.7 
18.1 
19.3 
21.3 
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Table 36, cont. 
Llfetimed Prevalence of Use of Various Types of Drugs, by Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-32 

(Entries are percentages) 

LSD pepa MDMAb Cocaine Crack Heroin 

Total 14.8 4.6 3.2 24.8 5.3 1.3 

Sex: 
Male 19.4 7.3 4.2 28.9 6.8 1.9 
Female 11.0 2.4 2.4 21.:; 4.0 0.7 

Modal Age: 
19-20 9.8 1.5 1.8 8.5 2.0 0.6 
21-22 12.7 2.3 2.7 16.6 4.6 0.7 
23-24 14.3 2.8 4.1 23.1 6.0 0.9 
25-26 15.0 2.7 4.3 28.6 6.3 1.1 
27-28 16.6 6.6 3.1 31.8 6.0 1.7 
29-30 17.0 7.0 3.2 36.0 6.0 1.6 
31-32 19.5 9.7 3.0 34.7 7.1 2.6 

Region: 
Northeast 15.1 5.S 2.0 29.7 5.7 1.1 
North Central 14.9 4.2 1.1 22.2 4.2 1.3 
South 12.6 4.5 4.6 19.9 4.9 1.2 
West 18.5 4.4 5.2 32.7 7.3 1.4 

Population Dcnsity:c 
Farm/CounlIy 12.3 3.9 2.0 19.4 4.5 1.1 
Small Town 13.8 4.0 2.1 22.4 5.1 1.0 
Medium City 15.3 6.0 2.9 25.1 5.5 1.4 
Large City 15.6 5.0 3.8 16.0 5.8 1.2 
Very Large City 17.0 4.0 5.8 32.2 5.6 1.9 

-This drug was asked about in one of !be six questionnaire forms. Total N is approximately 1800. 

bnns drug was asked about in two of the six questlonnaire forms. Total N is approximately 3600. 

cA small town is derIDed as having Jess than 50.000 inhabitants; a medium city ItS 50.000-100.000; ~ lUBe city as 100.000-500.000; and a vay large city as baving over 
500.000 residents. Within each level of population density suburban and urban respondents are Cllmbincd. 

dLifetime prevalence is uncorrected for any cross·time inconsistencies in responding. 

Other 
Opiates 

10.3 

11.9 
8.9 

6.9 
8.9 
9.3 

11.5 
10.7 
12.6 
13.2 

9.9 
11.1 
8.7 

12.7 

8.4 
9.7 

10.5 
11.0 
12.0 
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Table 36, cont. 
Llfetlmee Prevalence of U~~ of Various Types of Drugs, by Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-32 

(Entries are percentages) 

Barbi- Tunqui-

Stimulants· turatcs "Ice"h lizers Steroidr Alcohol 

Total 25.3 10.1 2.8 14.7 1.3 94.3 

Sex: 
Male 26.5 12.2 3.5 15.2 3.0 94.7 
Female 24.4 8.4 2.1 14.2 0.0 94.0 

Modal Age: 
19-20 14.3 4.3 1.8 5.9 2.0 92.1 
21-22 18.7 5.7 2.6 10.3 0.6 94.6 
23-24 22.7 9.0 3.5 11.6 1.1 94.4 
25-26 28.6 11.2 3.4 15.1 2.6 95.6 
27-28 30.0 12.0 3.3 18.0 2.3 93.9 
29-30 31.8 13.6 2.6 21.1 0.5 95.3 
31-32 34.9 17.0 2.1 23.9 0.3 94.4 

Region: 
Northeast 23.9 10.2 2.4 15:1 0.8 96.6 
North Central 27.5 9.7 2.4 13.3 1.3 96.7 
South 22.9 10.3 2.2 15.3 1.4 91.8 
West 28.4 10.2 4.7 14.9 2.0 92.6 

Population Density:d 
Fann/Countxy 24.9 10.3 2.1 13.8 0.9 92.3 
Small Town 24.5 9.9 2.8 14.6 2.1 93.6 
Medium City 24.5 9.7 2.9 14.7 0.9 94.0 
Large City 25.4 9.7 3.0 14.5 1.0 95.8 
Very Large City 28.8 11.4 2.9 16.2 1.3 95.7 

aBased on the data from the revised questioo, which auepts to exclude the inappropri&1e reporting of non-pRSCriptioo stimulants. 

bnus drug was asked about in two of the six questionnaire fOiIll5. Tolal N is approximatdy 3600. 

'1bis drug was asted of all age groups in 0lIe of the six questionnaire fonm. Total N is approximalely 1800. 

dA small town is defmed as having less Iban 50,000 inhabitants; a medium city as SO,OOO-lOO,OOO; • large city IS l00,f~;iOO,OOO; and • vrzy large city as h.ving ovc% 
500,000 residents. Within each level of population density suburban and urbm respoodClllS are combined. 

CUfetime prevalence is lIlICorrected for any aoss·time inconsisleOCies in responding. 

Cigarettes 

NA 

NA 
Nfl. 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
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Table 37 
Annual Prevalence or Use or Various Types of Drugs, by Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-32 

(Entries are percentages) 

Any illicit 
Approx. Any Drug Other HalIu-

WeightedN illicit Drug than Marijuana Marijuana Inhalr.nts& ,b Nitritesc cinogens· 

Total 9000 26.2 14.0 22.9 1.6 0.3 3.7 

Sex: 
Male 4000 29.6 16.2 27.0 2.2 0.6 S.6 
Female SOOO 23.4 12.2 19.6 1.1 0.0 2.1 

Modal Aee: 
19-20 1500 28.1 13.8 2S.4 4.0 0.0 6.2 
21-22 1400 29.9 14.9 26.8 2.3 0.3 S.7 
23-24 1300 27.0 14.6 23.2 1.0 0.4 4.4 
2S-26 1200 2S.2 14.4 21.8 1.2 0.3 3.2 
27·28 1200 23.9 13.6 20.9 0.6 0.0 2.4 
29·30 1200 24.5 13.2 21.0 0.6 O.t; I.S 
31·32 1200 23.8 13.1 19.9 0.4 0.4 1.3 

Region: 
Northeast 1900 29.7 14.4 27.0 I.S 0.1 3.1 
North Centntl 2500 26.7 13.4 23.S 1.3 0.2 4.0 
South 2900 22.3 12.6 18.7 1.8 O.S 3.1 
West 1600 29.6 17.6 2S.8 1.9 0.3 S.3 

Population Density:d 
FanniCounlIy ilOO 21.2 11.7 18.1 1.0 0.0 2.2 
Small Town 2700 25.7 13.4 22.2 1.3 0.1 3.4 
Medium City 1900 28.4 IS.4 24.7 1.6 0.2 4.1 
Large City 1800 2S.8 13.S 22.7 2.1 0.1 4.1 
VeI)' Large City 1300 29.1 16.2 26.0 2.0 1.2 4.5 

'Unadjusted for known UDdeneporting of cenain drugs. See text for details. 

linus druB wu asked about in rIVe oflhe a~ quesliOllll&lrc forms. Total N is apptoxlm&lely 7400. 

cnus drug was asked about ill one oC!be six questiol1D&ire Corms. Total N i.!; approxinwely l1!OO. 

dA small lawn is defmed as having less Iban 50,000 inhabitants; • medium city as SO,OOO-l00.000; • large city II 100,000..500,000; and a very luge city as having ova 500,000 residents. Wilbin each level of 
population density suburban and umllll respondents are combined. 
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Table 37, cont. 
Annual Prevalence of Use of Various Types of Drugs, by Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents ofMadal Age 19-32 

(Entries are pen:entages) 

LSD pe:pa MDMAb Cocaine Cnclt Heroin 

Total 3.0 0.2 0.7 6.3 1.2 0.1 

Sex: 
Male 4.7 0.4 0.8 8.1 1.8 0.2 
Female 1.7 0.0 0.6 4.9 0.7 0.1 

Modal Age: 
19-20 5.4 0.4 0.6 3.8 0.6 0.1 
21-22 5.0 0.4 1.1 6.1 1.3 0.2 
23-24 3.8 0.0 1.0 7.2 1.4 0.2 
2S-26 2.5 0.3 0.6 7.4 1.5 0.1 
27-28 1.9 0.2 0.6 6.9 1.6 0.1 
29-30 1.0 0.0 0.7 6.7 1.1 0.2 
31-32 0.8 0.1 0.2 6.8 1.3 0.1 

Region: 
Northeast 2.4 0.1 0.8 8.1 1.0 0.1 
North Central 3.3 0.4 0.1 5.0 0.9 0.1 
South 2.8 0.2 1.0 5.4 1.4 0.2 
West 4.0 0.1 0.7 8.6 1.5 0.1 

Population Density:c 
Farm/Counuy 2.0 0.2 0.4 4.6 1.0 0.1 
Small Town 3.0 0.4 0.3 6.0 1.2 0.1 
Medium City 3.3 0.2 0.9 7.2 1.6 0.2 
Large City 3.2 0.1 0.4 6.2. 1.1 0.2 
Very Large City 3.6 0.0 1.6 7.8 1.1 0.1 

aThis dnlg was asked about in one oC Ibe six questionnaire Corms. Total N is spproximatcly 1800. 

linus drug was asked about in two oC \he six quesliollnaire Corms. Total N is approximalcly 3600. 

cA smalllOWD is defmed as having Jess than 50,000 inhabitants; a medium city as 5O,()()()'I00,OOO; & luge city as l00,()()().SOO,OOO; &lid & very large city as having ova-
500,000 residents. Within each level oC population density suburban and urban respondents are combined. 

Other 
Opiates 

2.3 

2.4 
2.2 

3.2 
2.4 
2.4 
2.4 
1.8 
1.8 
1.7 

2.2 
2.7 
1.7 
2.9 

1.8 
2.1 
2.9 
2.3 
2.4 
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Table 37, cont. 
Annual Prevalence of lise of Various Types o! Drugs, I:,y Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-32 

(Entries are percentages) 

Barbi- TIlIIIqui-
Stimulantsa turales "Ice"b lizers 

Total 4.0 1.8 0.3 3.7 

Sex: 
Male 4.7 2.1 0.2 3.7 
Female 3.4 1.6 0.3 3.6 

Modal Age: 
19-20 4.9 1.8 0.4 2.7 
21-22 4.9 1.4 0.5 3.2 
23-24 3.8 2.0 0.4 4.0. 
25-26 3.4 2.5 0.2 3.9 
27-28 4.0 1.4 0.0 3.8 
29-30 2.9 1.6 0.1 4.2 
31-32 3.7 2.2 0.2 4.1 

Region: 
Northeast 1.8 1.9 0.2 3.8 
North Cenlrtd. 4.6 1.9 0.] 3.3 
South 4.5 1.9 0.2 3.9 
West 4.8 1.8 0.8 3.9 

P'fuiltiorl Densily:d 
Fann/C'-OunlIy 4.5 2.0 0.2 3.4 
Sm~Town 4.0 1.8 0.1 3.8 
Medium City 4.6 2.1 0.6 4.2 
Large City 3.5 1.7 0.1 3.4 
Vezy Large City 3.4 1.9 0.5 3.6 

aBased on !be dlia from !be revised question. which auempts 10 C1cluOc !be inappropriate reporting of oon·prcscripiiOll stimulanlS. 

b-rbis drug was asked aboul in two of !be six quc:stiCllIlllire fDl1llS. To«al N is approximately 3600. 

OZ'bis drug lVU asked of all age groups in ODe of the six quc:stiODD.llire forms. Total N is spprodm.""'; 1800. 

Sleroidsc Alcohol 

0.4 86.3 

0.9 88.1 
0.0 84.7 

0.4 84.6 
0.3 89.0 
0.4 88.1 
0.5 87.7 
0.8 85.3 
0.4 85.0 
0.1 83.8 

0.1 91.5 
0.5 89.9 
O.S 81.1 
0.4 84.1 

0.5 79.9 
0.3 85.3 
0.4 86.1 
0.3 89.3 
0.8 89.8 

dA smaU town is dermed as having less !han 50,000 inhabitants; a medium city a:; 5O,()()()..100,OOO; a large city as 100,000-500,000; and a vay laxe city as baving ova' 
500,000 residents. Within each level of population density 5Uburban and wban respoildents are combined. 

Cigareues 

36.0 

36.2 
35.8 

41.4 
39.6 
37.3 
34.8 
33.8 
30.7 
32.4 

37.5 
40.6 
34.4 
30.3 

38.0 
37.7 
35.9 
35.5 
31.9 
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Table 38 
Thirty-Day Prevalence of Use of Various Types of Drugs, by Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents orModa! A'le 19-32 

(Entries are percentages) 

Any IDicit 
Approx. Any DrugOlhcr 

WeightedN lllicit Drug than Marijuana Marijuana Inhillnua,b Nitritesc 

Total 9000 14.9 5.4 13.2 0.4 0.0 

Sex: 
Mile 4000 IS.4 6.5 17.0 0.6 0.1 
Female 5000 12.0 4.5 10.1 0.2 0.0 

ModaIAge: 
19-20 1500 14.2 4.S 13.2 1.0 0.0 
21-22 1400 16.5 5.5 14.7 0.6 0.0 
23-24 1300 14.6 5.5 13.0 0.1 0.0 
25-26 1200 14.5 5.9 13.0 0.3 0.2 
27-28 1200 15.6 5.6 13.5 0.3 0.0 
29-30 1200 14.6 5.5 12.7 0.2 0.0 
31-32 1200 13.9 5.3 12.1 0.2 0.0 

Region: 
Northeast 1900 11.4 5.0 16.0 O.S 0.0 
North Central 2500 15.2 5.1 13.6 0.2 0.0 
South 2900 11.9 5.1 10.3 0.6 0.1 
West 1600 17.4 7.1 15.1 0.4 0.0 

Population Density:d 
Fann/Counuy 1100 12.5 4.6 11.1 0.5 0.0 
SmaIl Town 2700 14.5 5.0 12.7 0.2 0.1 
Medium City 1900 15.7 6.3 13.~ 0.3 0.0 
Large City 1800 15.2 5.7 13.5 0.6 0.0 
V cry Large City 1300 IS.S 5.4 14.2 0.6 0.0 

aUnadjU'lted f-x IaIown undcneportiog of cetUin drugs. Sec text for details. 

linus drug was asked about in fIve of the six questicmnaire forms. Total N Is approximaldy 7400. 

"Ibis drug was asked about in one of the six queslionnairc forms. Total N is approximately 1800. 

dA sman IDwn is defmed as h&ving less than 50.000 inhabitants; a medium city as SO.()()()'l00,OOO; a large city as 100.()()()'SOO.000; and a very large city as having over 
500.000 residents. Wilhin each level of population density suburban and UIban respoodcnts are combined. 

HalIu-
cinogens· 

0.9 

1.4 
0.5 

1.5 
1.2 
O.S 
0.9 
0.8 
0.3 
0.3 

0.6 
1.0 
0.7 
1.2 

O.S 
0.7 
0.9 
1.4 
0.6 
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Table 38, cont. 
Thirty-Day Prevalence of Use of Various Types of Drugs, by Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents of Mod a! Age 19-32 

(Entries are percentages) 

LSD pepa MDMAb Cocaine Crack Heroin 

Total 0.7 0.1 0.1 2.1 0.4 0.0 

Sex: 
Male 1.0 0.2 0.1 3.0 0.7 0.1 
Female 0.4 0.0 0.1 1.5 0.2 0.0 

Modal Age: 
19-20 1.1 0.4 0.2 1.3 0.1 0.0 
21-22 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.4 0.1 
23-24 0.7 0.0 0.2 2.6 0.5 0.0 
2~-26 0.8 0.2 0.0 2.8 0.5 0.0 
27-28 0.6 0.2 0.3 2.2 0.7 0.0 
29-30 0.3 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.5 0.1 
31-32 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.4 0.4 0.0 

Region: 
Northeast 0.4 0.0 0.2 2.7 0.4 0.0 
North Central 0.8 0.3 0.0 1.6 0.2 0.1 
South 0.6 0.1 0.1 2.0 0.6 0.0 
West O.~ 0.1 0.2 2.7 0.4 0.0 

Population Density:c 
Fann/Country 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.5 0.0 
Small Town 0.6 0.3 0.1 1.9 0.4 0.0 
Medium City 0.7 0.1 0.0 2.6 0.6 0.0 
Large City 1.1 0.1 0.2 1.8 0.3 0.1 
V cry Large City 0.4 0.0 0.2 2.9 0.4 0.0 

AnIis drug was asked About In one of the six questionnaire forms. Total N is Il'prDximalely 1800. 

Onu drug was asked about In two of !he six questionnaire forms. Tolal N is approximllely 3600. 

cA smalllOwD is derIDed as having less than 50,000 inhabilanls; II medium city as 50,000-100,000; II large city as 100,000-500,000: and • very large city "" :;.ving OVCl' 

500,000 residents. Within each level of population density suburban and urban respoodenls are combined. 

Other 
Opiates 

0.6 

O.S 
0.7 

0.7 
0.7 
0.5 
0.6 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 

O.S 
0.7 
0.4 
1.0 

0.4 
0.6 
0.3 
1.0 
0.7 
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Table 38, cont. 
Thirty-Day Prevalence of Use of Various Types of Drugs, by Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-32 

(Entries are percentages) 

Barni- Tnatqui-
Stimulants· turales "Ice"b liurs SteroidsC Alcohol 

Total 1.3 0.6 0.0 1.1 0.2 70.2 

Sex: 
Male 1.4 0.8 0.0 1.0 0.4 76.7 
Female 1.3 0.5 0.0 1.1 0.0 64.9 

Modal Age: 
19-20 1.4 0.5 0.0 0.7 0.0 64.5 
21-22 2.0 0.5 0.1 0.6 0.1 75.3 
23-24 0.9 0.6 0.0 1.0 0.4 72.4 
25·26 1.7 0.5 0.0 1.2 0.5 71.6 
27-28 1.3 0.6 0.0 1.1 0.0 69.8 
29·30 1.2 0.6 0.1 1.4 0.4 69.6 
31·32 0.9 0.9 0.1 1.5 0.0 68.5 

Region: 
Northeast 0.4 O.S 0.0 1.1 0.0' 77.6 
North Ccntnll 1.7 0.6 0.0 1.1 0.0 74.1 
South 1.3 0.8 0.0 1.1 0.4 63.3 
West 2.0 0.4 0.1 1.0 0.4 67.4 

Population Density:d 
Fann/Counuy 1.2 0.9 0.2 1.3 0.0 59.9 
Small Town 1.2 0.4 0.0 0.9 0.1 68.4 
Medium City 1.9 0.9 0.0 1.3 0.3 70.6 
Large City 1.3 0.6 0.0 1.1 0.3 74.2 
Very Large City 0.9 0.4 0.1 0.7 0.4 76.1 

aBased on lbc data from lbc revised question. which attempts to exclude lbc inappropriate !qIOrting of non·prcsaiption stimulants .• 

bThis drug was asked about in two of lbc six questionnaire forms. Total N is approximately 3600. 

~is drug was &SIted of all age groups in one of the six questionnaire fOllIlll. ToIAl N Is approximately 1800. 

dA small town is defmed as having less than 50,000 inhabitants; a medium city as 50,000-100.000; a large city as 100,000-500,000; U1d • very large city u having over 
500,000 residents. Within eAch level of population density subu!ban and urban re.<pondcots uc comNoed. 

Cigarettes 

27.7 

28.4 
27.0 

27.6 
28.3 
28.5 
18.3 
28.2 
24.4 
28.1 

29.1 
32.4 
26.3 
21.2 

30.8 
28.8 
27.5 
26.9 
23.6 



Table 39 
Tblrty-Day Prevalence of ll!ill.!. Use of MariJuana, Alcohol, and Cigarettes, by Subgroups, 1991 

Among Respondents of Mod a! Age 19-32 

(Entries are percentages) 

Alcohol: Cigarettes: 
5+ drinks in Half pack 

Approx. Marijuana Alcohol a row in Cigarettes or more 
WeighledN Daily Daily past 2 weeks Daily per day 

Total 9000 2.4 5.1 32.0 22.0 16.8 

Sex: 
Male 4000 3.6 8.6 44.0 22.6 18.0 
Female 5000 1.4 2.2 22.3 21.5 15.1 

ModaIAge: 
19-20 1500 2.1 3.7 37.0 19.4 12.7 
21-22 1400 2.4 4.9 40.3 20.6 14.1 -.l 23-24 1300 2.1 5.4 34.4 22.5 17.4 0 
25-26 1200 2.5 4.9 31.5 22.8 18.2 
27-28 1200 2.6 6.2 2S.S 23.9 19.0 
29-30 1200 2.6 5.9 24.3 21.0 16.7 
31-32 1200 2.5 S.2 25.1 24.9 20.S 

Region: 
Northeast 1900 3.0 5.9 35.7 23_6 IS.2 
North Central 2500 2.4 4.9 38.2 25.5 19.5 
South 2900 1.S 4.7 26.7 21.4 16.5 
West 1600 2.7 S.O 27.9 16.1 11.3 

Population Density:a 
Farm/Countly 1100 2.5 5.2 28.9 25.7 21.0 
SmaIl Town 2700 2.1 4.8 32.6 23.3 18.3 
Medium City 1900 2.2 4.5 32.0 21.5 16.1 
Large City 1800 2.5 5.3 31.8 21.5 15.0 
Very Large City 1300 2.7 5.8 33.8 17.7 13.3 

aA smalllOwn is dermed as having less !han 50.000 inhabilllnlS; a medium city as SO.()()o'l00.000; a large city aa 100.000-500.000; and • very large city as flaving over 
500,000 residents. Within each level oC population density 5uhurban and lI!ban respondents are combined. 



Chapter 15 

TRENDS IN DRUG USE AMONG YOUNG ADULTS 
POST-I-IIGH SCHOOL 

Trends in the use of the various licit. and illicit drugs by ali high school gra.duates from 
one to fourteen years beyond high school are presented in this chapter. Figures 50 
through 64 plot separate trend lines for two-year age strata (that is, 1-2 years beyond 
high school, 3-4 years beyond high school, etc.) in order to damp down the random fluc
tuations which would be seen with one-year strata. (These t.wo-year strata are not 
strictly speaking age-strata, because they are based on all respondents from adjacent 
high school classes, and they do not take account the minor differences in individual 
respondents' ages; but they are close approximations to age-strata, and we will charac
terize them by the modal age of the respondents, as age 19-20, 21-22, and so on.) Each 
data point in these figures is based on approximately 1200 weighted cases drawn from 
two adjacent high school classes; actual (unweighted) numbers of cases are somewhat 
higher. For the 1991 data, the 19-20 year old stratum is comprised of participating 
respondents from the classes of 1990 and 1989, respectively, the 21-22 year old stratum 
contains data from the classes of 1988 and 1987, and so on. 

TRENDS IN PREY ALENCE THROUGH 1991: YOUNG ADULTS 

• Trends in use by young adults may be found in Tables 40 through 
44, as well as in Figures 50 through 64. 

• For most drugs, the trends in use among the older age groups have 
paralleled the changes among seniors discussed in Chapter 5, 
Volume 1. This means that many of the changes have been secular 
trends-that is, they are observable in all the age groups under 
study. This has generally been true for the recent downward 
trends in the lifetime, annual, and 30-day prevalence measures for 
the use of any illicit drug, marijuana, and tranquilizers. (LSD 
and opiates other than heroin both began to level out in 1987, 
barbiturates and methaqualone in 1988.) All age groups also 
continued the important decline in cocaine first observed in 1987. 

• Several of these drug classes have actually exhibited a faster 
decline in use during recent years among these older age groups 
than among the high school seniors. These include any illicit 
drug, stimulants, hallucinogens, LSD, and methaqualone. 
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• In fact there has been a crossover for some drugs when seniors are 
compared to graduates. Seniors used to have lower usage levels, 
but in recent years have higher ones, than those of post-high school 
age for use of any illicit drug, an" illicit drug other than 
marijuana, LSD, and stimulants. 

• It is worth noting that the long-term decline in marijuana use for 
all age groups shows evidence of leveling in terms of annual use 
among the oldest cohorts (Figure 52a) and in terms of 30-day use 
for most cohorts (Figure 52b). 

• Figure 53 shows that inhalant use drops sharply with age. It also 
shows that the long-term gradual increase in annual inhalant use 
(unadjusted for underreporting of nitrite inhalants) shows up only 
among seniors and those 1-2 years past high school. 

• The alcohol statistics for the older age groups (see Figure 63) also 
generally have tracked those reported for seniors (meaning a very 
gradual increase in the late 70's followed by a leveling and then a 
period of gradual decline), with one important exception. The 
downward shifts during the 80's in 3D-day prevalence and occa
sions of heavy drinking had been greater for the two youngest 
age strata (seniors and those 1-2 years past high school) than for 
the older age groups. These differential trends are due in part to 
the effects of changes in minimum drinking age laws in many 
states. 12 However, because similar (smaller) trends are evident 
among high school seniors in states that have maintained a con
stant minimum drinking age of 21, the changed laws cannot 
account for all the trends. 

Those 3-4 years past high school stand out for showing no 
downward trend in binge drinking. As we will see, one important 
segment, comprised of college students, showed no downward trend. 

• The prevalence statistics for cigarette smolling do not tend to 
show parallel trends across age groups (Figure 64). While the 
curves are of the same general shape for each age group, each 
curve tends to be displaced to the right of the one for the 
immediat"~ly preceding age group (which was two years younger). 
Note that this pattern is very similar to the one described earlier 
for lifetime smoking rates for various grade levels below senior 
year: it is the classic pattern exhibited when there is a "cohort 
effect" present, meaning that a class cohort tends to be different 
from other cohorts in a consistent way across much or all of the life 
span. This is how we interpret the cigarette data (O'Malley et al., 
1988, referenced earlier), and we believe that the cohort differences 
tend to remain throughout the lifespan due to the highly addictive 

120 'Malley, P.M., & Wagenaar, A.C. (1990). Minimum drinking age laws on alcohol use, related 
behaviors, and traffic crash involvement among American youth: 1976-1987. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 
52, 478-491. 
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nature of nicotine. The declining levels of cigarette smoking 
observed in the classes of 1978, 1979, and 1980 when they were 
seniors are now observable for thR same classes in their early thir
ties (see Figure 64b). However, the other age groups covered 
(which correspond to other graduating classes) show more modest 
declines in the same period. Note that the daily smoking rate for 
all of these age strata is beginning to level in the 20-25% range. 

With one exception, none of the other drugs studied here shows the 
clear pattern of enduring cohort differences, despite wide variations 
in their use by different cohorts at a given age. (There is a modest 
cohort effect observed for daily marijuana use, and it may be in 
part attributable to the very strong association between that 
behavior and cigarette smoking.) 

• To simplify the task of trend analysis, Tables 40 through 44 
present the trends in prevalence since 1986 for all respondents one 
to ten years beyond high school combined, which corresponds to the 
modal age band 19 through 28. Irhe tables show that in 1991 
there were significant declines in this entire age-band of young 
adults in the proportion reporting the use in the past year of any 
illicit drug and any illicit drug other than marijuana. The 
annual prevalence rates for marijuana, cocaine, crack, and 
stimulants also declined significantly (Table 41). All of these 
changes parallel those observed among seniors. Much of the 
decrease in the illicit drug use indexes is due to the significant 
declines in cocaine use among all age groups, including high school 
seniors. 

• MDMA or "ecstasy" use is not asked of seniors. The 19-28 year old 
young adults, however, showed the first significant decline in 1991. 

• The important downturn in cocaine, observed for the first time 
among all age groups in 1987, continued almost as sharply through 
1991 in the age groups encompassed here (see Figure 57). The 
proportion of 19 to 28 year olds reporting any cocaine use in the 
prior year dropped by one-fourth (to 6.2%) in 1991. 

• Crack use continued to decline in this age group, as well as among 
seniors (see Figure 58). Among 19 to 28 year olds the annual prev
alence rate went from 1.6% to 1.2%, which is down by nearly two
thirds from the peak levels in 1986 through 1988. 

• There appear to be continuing, very gradual declines among young 
adults in their use of stimulants which fell from 5.2% to 4.3% in 
annual prevalence among 19 to 28 year olds. 
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• LSD was the only drug t.o show a st.atistically significant increase 
in 1990 among 19 to 28 year olds. Annual prevalence rose from 
2.7% to 3.3%. It again rose slightly in 1991, to 3.8%. (Among 
seniors it also rose-from 4.9% in 1989 to 5.2% in 1991, which is 
not statistically significant.) 

• The use of heroin remained stable for both seniors and young 
adults. Opiates other than heroin declined significantly for 
seniors only, although use also fell among young adults. 

<t In sum} except for cigarettes, high school seniors and young adults 
show longer-term trends in substance use, as well as near-term 
trends, which tend to be highly parallel. Although divergent trends 
would not necessarily demonstrate a lack of validity in either set of 
data (because such a divergence could occur as the result of cohort 
differences), we believe that the high degree of convergence provides 
an important source of validation of the trends reported earlier for 
the seniors. In fact, each of these sets of data helps to validate the 
"trend story" reported by the other. 

TRENDS :FOR IMPORTANT SUBGROUPS OF YOUNG ADULTS 

Four-year age groupings have been used here to examine subgroup trends in order to 
have sufficiently large numbers of cases to make reliable estimates for the subgroups. 
Subgroup data for respondents of each sex, and for respondents from communities of dif
ferent size, are available for 19 to 22 year olds since 1980, 23 to 26 year olds since 1984, 
and 27 to 30 year aIds since 1988. Information on region of the country was included in 
the follow-up surveys beginning in 1987, so trend data are available for the four regions 
since then. These subgroup trend data are not presented here in tabular form because 
of the amount of space they would require. 

Sex Differences in Trends 

• In general, sex differences have been narrowing as males have 
tended to show faster declines than females in use of a number of 
drugs. For example, since 1980 annual prevalence of use of any 
illicit drug among 19 to 22 year olds (data not shown) fell by 25% 
among males (to 31%) compared to 24% among females (to 27%). 

• The downward trend in marijuana use since 1980 among 19 to 22 
year aIds also has been sharper among males than females, thus 
narrowing the sex difference. Annual prevalence fell by 27% (to 
29%) am.ong males between 1980 and 1991, while it fell by only 
21% among females (to 24%). During the same interval daily 
marijuana. use for this age group fell from 13% to 3% among 
males vs. from 6% to 2% among females-again narrowing the sex 
difference. 
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TABLE 40 

Trends in Lifetimek Prevalence of Various Types of Drugs 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-28 
(Entries are percentages) 

Percent who used in lifetime 

.!.!!§.2 .!!!.§l ~ ~ ~ 

Approx. Wtd. N = (6900) (6800) (6700) (6600) (6700) 

Any Illicit Drug~ 70.5 69.9 67.9 66.4 64.5 
Any Illicit Drug 

Other than Marijuana 48.4 47.0 44.6 42.7 40.8 

Marijuana 66.5 66.0 63.8 62.8 60.2 

Inhalantsb 12.3 12.7 12.6 13.2 12.5 
Inhalants, Adjustedb,e 18.6 15.7 15.0 NA 13.5 

Nitrite/ 12.6 6.9 6.2 NA 1.9 

Hallucinogens 18.5 17.1 17.0 15.9 16.1 
Hallucinogens, Adjustedg 20.1 17.2 17.2 NA 16.5 

LSDf 14.6 13.7 13.8 12.7 13.5 
PCP 8.4 4.8 5.0 NA 2.5 

Cocaine 32.0 29.3 28.2 25.8 23.7 

Crackc . NA 6.3 6.9 6.1 5.1 
Other Cocaine3 NA 28.2 25.2 25.4 22.1 

MDMA (UEcstasy,,)i NA NA NA 3.3 3.7 

Heroin 1.3 1.3 1.1 1.0 0.9 

Other Opiatesa 10.7 10.6 9.8 9.6 9.4 
Stimulants, Adjusteda,d . 32.3 30.8 28.8 25.3 24.4 

Crystal Methamphetamine ("Ice,.')1 NA .NA NA NA 2.5 

Sedatives8 16:7 15.0 13.2 12.1 NA 

Barbiturates8 11.1 9.7 8.9 7.9 8.7 
Methaqualone a 13.1 11.6 9.7 8.7 NA 

Tranquilizersa 17.6 16.5 15.1 13.5 12.9 

Alcohol 94.8 94.9 94.8 94.5 94.3 

Cigarettes NA NA NA NA NA 

Steroid/ NA NA NA 1.1 1.2 

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent years: 
s = .05, ss,., .01, BSS = .001. 

NA~ndicates data not available. 

aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

'90-'91 
l.!!ll change 

(6600) 

62.2 -2.3ss 

37.8 -3.0S8S 

58.6 -1.6 

13.4 +0.9 
14.1 +0.6 

1.4 -0.5 

15.7 -0.4 
16.0 -0.5 

13.5 0.0 
3.1 +0.6 

21.0 -2.7s8s 

4.8 -0.3 
19.8 -2.38S 

3.2 -0.5 

0.9 0.0 

9.3 -0.1 

22.4 -2.0ss 
2.9 +0.4 
NA NA 

8.2 -0.5 
NA NA 

11.8 -1.1s 

94.1 -0.2 

NA NA 

1.7 +0.5 

bThis drug was asked about in four of the five questionnaire forms in 1986-89, and five of the six queationnaire 
forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 1991 is approximately 5400. 

cThis drug was asked about in two of the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, and in all six questionnaire forms in 
1990-1991. 

dBased on the data from the revised qUestion, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-
prescription stimulants. 

e Adjusted for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. See text. 

fThis drug was asked about in one qu~stionnaire form. Total N in 1991 is approximately 1300. 

g Adjusted for underreporting of PCP. See text. 

hUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other 
opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, methaqualone (until 1990), or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders, 

iThis drug was asked about in two questionnaire forms. Total N in 1991 is approximately 2600. 

jThis drug was asked about in one of the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, and in four of the six questionnaire 
forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 1991 is approximately 4100. 

kLifetime prevalence is uncorrected for any cross-time inconsistencies in responding. See text. 
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TABLE 41 

Trends in Annual Prevalence of Various Types of Drugs 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-28 
(Entries are percentages) 

Percent who used in last twelve months 

~ ll!ll ~ ~ .!ru!Q 

Approx. Wtd. N = (6900) (6800) (6700) (6600) (6700) 

Any Illicit DrUg~ 41.9 39.3 36.3 32.8 30.7 
Any Illicit Drug 

Other than Marijuana 27.0 23.9 21.3 18.3 16.7 

Marijuana 36.5 34.8 31.8 29.0 26.1 

Inhalantsb 1.9 2.1 1.8 1.9 1.9 
Inhalants, Adjustedb,e 3.0 2.8 2.4 NA 2.1 

Nitritel 2.0 1.3 1.0 NA 0.4 

Hallucinogens 4.5 4.0 3.9 3.6 4.1 
Hallucinogens, Adjustedg 4.9 4.1 3.9 NA 4.2 

LSDf 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.7 3.3 
PCP 0.8 0.4 0.4 NA 0.2 

Cocaine 19.7 15.7 13.8 10.8 8.6 

Crackc . 3.2 3.1 3.1 2.5 1.6 
Other Cocainel NA 13.6 11.9 lIJ.3 8.1 

MDMA ("Ecstasy,,)i NA NA NA 1.4 1.5 

Heroin 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 

Other Opiatesa 3.1 3.1 2.7 2.8 2.7 
Stimulants, Adjusteda,d . 10.6 8.7 7.3 5.8 5.2 

Crystal Methamphetamine ("Ice,,)l NA NA NA NA 0.4 
Sedatives a 3.0 2.5 2.1 1.8 NA 

Barbituratesa 2.3 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.9 
Methaqualonea 1.3 0.9 0.5 0.3 NA 

Tranquilizersa 5.4 5.1 4.2 3.7 3.7 
Alcohol 88.6 89.4 88.6 88.1 87.4 
Cigarettes 40.1 40.3 37.7 38.0 37.1 

Steroidl NA NA NA 0.5 0.3 

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent years: 
s = .05, ss = .01, sss = .001. 

NA indicates data not available. 

aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

'90-'91 
.!.W. change 

(6600) 

27.0 - 3.7sss 

14.3 -2.4sss 

23.8 -2.3ss 

2.0 +0.1 
2.2 +0.1 

0.2 -0.2 

4.5 +0.4 
4.6 +0.4 
3.8 +0.5 
0.3 +0.1 

6.2 -2.4sss 

1.2 -O.4s 
5.4 -2.7sss 

0.8 -0.7s 

0.1 0.0 

2.5 -0.2 

4.3 -0.9s 
0.3 -0.1 

NA NA 

1.8 -0.1 
NA NA 
3.5 -0.2 

86.9 -0.5 

37.7 +0.6 

0.5 +0.2 

bThis drug was asked about in four of the five qUestionnaire forms in 1986-89 (N was four-fifths of N indicated), and 
five of the six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 1991 is approximately 5400. 

cThis drug was asklild about in one of the five questionnaire forms in 1986, in two of the five questionnaire forms in 
1987-89, and in all six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. 

dBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-
prescription stimUlants. 

e Adjusted for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. See text. 

fThis drug was asked about in one questionnaire form. Total N in 1990 is approximately 1300. 

g Adjusted for underreporting of PCP. See text. 

hUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other 
opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, methaqualone (until 1990), or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 

iThis drug was asked about in two questionnaire forms. Total N in 1991 is approximately 2600. 

jThis drug was asked about in one of the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, and in four of the six questionnaire 
forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 1991 is approximately 4100. 
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TABLE 42 

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Various Types of Drugs 
Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-28 

(Entries are percentages) 

Percent who used in last thirty days 

~ ~ l1l1ll! ~ .llmQ ill.! 
Approx. Wtd. N = (6900) (6800) (6700) (6600) (6700) (6600) 

Any Illicit DrUg~ 25.8 23.4 20.5 17.7 15.9 15.1 
Any Illicit Drug 

Other than Marijuana 13.0 10.7 9.5 7.5 6.0 5.4 

Marijuana 22.0 20.7 17.9 15.5 13.9 13.5 

lnha.lantsb b 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5 
Inhalants, Adjusted ,e 0.7 0.9 0.9 NA 0.7 0.6 

Nitrite/ 0.5 0.5 0.4 NA 0.1 0.0 

Hallucil10gens 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.1 0.9 1.1 
Hallucinogens, Adjustedg 1.4 1.2 1.1 NA 1.0 1.2 

LSDf 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.8 
PCP 0.2 0.1 0.3 NA 0.2 0.1 

Cocaine 8.2 6.0 5.7 3.8 2.4 2.0 
Crackc . NA 1.0 1.2 0.7 0.4 0.4 
Other Cocaine' NA 4.8 4.8 3.4 2.1 1.8 

MDMAi NA NA NA 0.4 0.2 0.1 

Heroin 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 

Other Opiatesa 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6 
Stimulants, Adjusteda,d . 4.0 3.2 2.7 2.1 1.9 1.5 

Crystal Methamphetamine("Ice,,)l NA NA NA NA 0.1 0.0 

Sddativesa 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.5 NA NA 

Barbituratesa a 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.5 
Methaq ualone 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 NA NA 

Tranquilizersa 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.1 0.9 
Alcohol 75.1 75.4 74.0 72.4 71.2 70.6 

Cigarettes 31.1 30.9 28.9 28.6 27.7 28.2 

Steroid/ NA NA NA 0.2 0.1 0.2 

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent years: 
s = .05, ss ,. .. 01, sss = .001. 

NA indicates data not available. 

aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

'90-'91 
change 

-0.8 

-0.6 

-0.4 

-0.1 
-0.1 

-0.1 

+0.2 
+0.2 

+0.2 
-0.1 

-0.4 

0.0 
-0.3 

-0.1 

-0.1 

-0.1 

-0.4 
-0.1 

NA 
-0.1 

NA 

-0.2 

-0.6 

+0.5 

+0.1 

bThis drug was asked about in four of the five questionnaire forms in 1986-89 (N was four·fifths of N indicated), and 
five of the six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 1991 is approximately 5400. 

cThis drug was asked about in two of the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, and in all six questionnaire forms in 
1990-1991. 

dBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non· 
prescription stimulants. 

e Adjusted for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. See text. 

fThis drug was asked about in one questionnaire form. Total N in 1991 is approximately 1300. 

g Adjusted for underreporting of PCP. See text. 

hUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or allY use of other 
opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, methaqualone (until 1990), or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 

iThis drug was asked about in two questionnaire forms. Total N in 1991 is approximately 2600. 

jThis drug was asked about in one of the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, and in four of the six questionnaire 
forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 1991 is approximately 4100. 
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TABLE 43 

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use of Various Types of Drugs 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-28 
(Entries are percentages) 

Percent using daily 
in last thirty days 

~ 1m ~ ~ .!!!!!Q 1M.! 
Approx. Wtd. N = (6900) (6800) (6700) (6600) (6700) (6600) 

Marijuana 4.1 4.2 3.3 3.2 2.5 2.3 

lnhalantsb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Inhalants, Adjustedb,e 0.0 0.0 0.0 NA 0.1 0.0 

Nitritesf 0.0 0.0 0.1 NA 0.1 0.0 

Hallucinogens 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Hallucinogens, Adjustedg 0.0 0.0 0.0 NA 0.0 0.0 

LSDf 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
PCP 0.0 0.0 0.1 NA 0.1 0.0 

Cocaine 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 

Crackc . NA 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Other Cocaine' NA 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 

MDMA ("Ecstasy,,)i NA NA NA 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Heroin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other Opiatesa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Stimulants, Adjusteda,d . 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Crystal Methamphetamine ("Ice,,)l NA NA NA NA 0.0 0.0 

Sedativesa 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 NA NA 

Barbituratesa 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Methaqualonea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 NA NA 

Tranquilizersa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Alcohol 

Daily 6.1 6.6 6.1 5.5 4.7 4.9 
5 + drinks in a row 

in last 2 weeks 36.1 36.2 35.2 34.8 34.3 34.7 

Cigarette& 

Daily 25.2 24.8 22.7 22.4 21.3 21.7 
Half-pack or more per day 20.2 19.8 17:1 17.3 16.7 16.0 

Steroid/ NA NA NA 0.0 0.0 0.0 

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent years: 
s = .05, ss = .01, sss = .001. 

NA indicates data not available. aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

'90-'9~ 
change I 

-0.2 

0.0 
-0.1 

~0.1 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
-fJ.l 

+0.1 

0.0 
+0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

NA 

0.0 
NA 

0.0 

+0.2 

+0.4 

+0.4 
-0.7 

0.0 

bThls drug was asked about in four of the five questionnaire forms in 1986-89, and five of the six questionnaire 
forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 1991 is approximately 5400. 

cThis drug was asked about in two of the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, and in all six qUestionnaire forms in 
1990-1991. 

(iBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-
prescription stimulants. 

e Adjusted for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. See text. 

fThis drug was asked about in one questionnaire form. Total N in 1991 is approximately 1300. 

gAdjusted for underreporting of PCP. See text. 

h Any apparent inconsistency bel,.ween the change estimate and the prevalence estimates for the two most recent 
classes is due to rounding. 

iThis drug was asked about in tWo questionnaire forms. Total N in 1991 is approximately 2600. 

jThis drug was asked about in c,ne of the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, and in four of the six questionnaire 
forms in 1990-1991. Total N:m 1991 is approximately 4100. 
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TABLE 44 

Trends in Annual and Thirty.Day Prevalence of An Illicit Drug Use Index 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-28, by Sex 

Any Illicit Drug 

Males 
Ff:lmales 

Any Illicit Other Drug than Marijuana 

Males 
Females 

Any Illicit Drug 

Males () 

Females 

Any Illicit Drug Other than Marijuana 

Males 
Females 

All Respondents 

Males 
Females 

(Entries are percentages) 

~ .!ill .!W.§. llru! .llll1.Q. .!lli. 

Percent reporting 
use in last twelve months 

41.9 39.3 36.3 32.8 30.7 27.0 

45.3 42.6 39.5 35.7 33.6 30.0 
39.0 36.5 33.6 30.5 28.3 24.5 

27.0 23.9 21.3 18.3 16.7 14.3 

30.4 26.5 23.8 21.0 19.1 16.4 
24.0 21.6 19.4 16.2 14.7 12.5 

Percent reporting 
use in last thirty days 

25.8 23.4 20.5 17.7 15.9 15.1 

29.9 27.1 23.7 21.1 18.8 18.3 
22.2 20.2 17.8 15.0 13.5 12.5 

13.0 10.7 9.5 7.5 6.0 5.4 

15.2 12.3 10.6 9.1 6.8 6.6 
11.0 9.4 8.7 6.2 5.3 4.4 

Approx. Wtd. N 

(6900) (6800) (6700) (6600) (670'1) (6600) 

(3200) (3100) (3000) (2900) (3000) (3000) 
(3700) (3800) (3700) (3700) (3700) (3600) 

NOTES: U!vel of i'dgniftcance of difference between the two most recent years: 
s = .05, ss = .01, sss = .001. 
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change 

- 3.7sss 

-3.6ss 
-3.8sss 

-2.4sss 

-2.786 
-2.2ss 

-0.8 

-0.5 
-1.0 

-0.6 

-0.2 
-0.9 
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FIGURE 50 

Any Illicit Drug: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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NOTE: The dotted lines between 1981 and 1982 denote the change in the amphetamine question. 
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FIGURE 51 

Any Illicit Drug Other than Marijuana: Trends in 
Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 

By Age Group 
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NOTE: The dotted lines between 1981 and 1982 denote the change in the amphetamine question. 
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FIGURE 52a 

Marijuana: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 52b 

Marijuana: Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence.> Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 53 

Inhalants *: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 
, by Age Group 
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·Unadjusted for the possible underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. Chapter 5, Volume I, 
shows that such an adjustment would flatten the trend line for seniors considerably, because the 
line was adjusted up more in the earlier years, when nitrite use was more prevalent. 
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FIGURE 54 

Hallucinogens III: Trends in Annual Prevalence Am(mg Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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·Unadjusted for the possible underreporting of PCP. 
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FIGURE 55 

LSD: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 56 

Hallucinogens Other than LSD: Trends in 
Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 

by Age Group 

Years Beyond High School 
• 0 Years (modal age 18) 
A 1 - 2 Years (modal age 19-20) 
[J 3 - 4 Years (modal age 21-22) 
<> 5 - 6 Years (modal age 23-24) 
o 7 - 8 Years (modal age 25-26) 
v 9 -10 Years (modal age 27-28) 
• 11 -12 Years (modal age 29-30) 
III 13 -14 Years (modal age 31-32) 
+ 15 Years (modal age 33) 

87 



w 
CJ 

i! z 
w 
U 
II: 
W 
A. 

FIGURE 57 

Cocaine: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 58 

Crack: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 59 

Other Opiates: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young A&u.Its 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 60 

Stimulants: Trends in Annual Pl:'evalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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NOTE: The dotted lines between 1981 and 1982 denote the change in the amphetamine question. 
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FIGURE 61 

Barbiturates: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 62 

Tranquilizers: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 63a 

Alcohol: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 63b 

Alcohol: Trends in Thirty-Day Pl'cYalcncc Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 63c 

Alcohol: Trends in Two-Week Prevalence of Five or 
More Drinks in a Row Among Young Adults 

by Age Group 
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FIGURE 64a 

Cigarettes: Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence Among Young Adults 
by Age Group 
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FIGURE 64b 

Cigarettes: Trends in Thirty-Day Use of Half
Pack a Day or More Among Young Adults 

by Age Group 
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~ 1 ~ 2 Years (modal age 19-20) 
o 3 - 4 Years (modal age 21-22) 
o 5 - 6 Years (modal age 23-24) 
o 7 - 8 Years (modal age 25-26) 
v 9 - 10 Years (modal age 27-28) 
• 11 ~ 12 Years (modal age 29-30) 
• 13 -14 Years (modal age 31-32) 
+ 15 Years (modal age 33) 

O~-=r-~~~~.-~~~~r-~~~~r-~~~~r-~~~~~~ 

~~~ ~~~.~.~.~.~.~.~.~.~.~.~.~.~ 

YEAR OF ADMINISTRATION 

98 



• Similarly for LSD, the 5.7% male-female difference in 1980 for 19 
to 22 year olds (10.5% vs. 4.8% annual prevalence) narrowed to 
3.3% by 1989 (5.7% vs. 2.4%) and a similar thing has happened to 
the use of other hallucinogens taken as a class. However, 
between 1989 and 1991 an overall increase in LSD use widened 
the difference again, and it stands at 4.2% (7.5% for males, 3.3% 
for females). 

• Since 1986 annual cocaine prevalence dropped more among males 
than females, particularly in the 19 to 22 year age band, where the 
annual prevalence for males declined by 15.2% (to 5.7%) vs. 11.4% 
among females (to 4.3%). In the 23 to 26 year old age band there 
was also a drop in the sex difference since 1986: down 16.5% (to 
9.4%) among males and 11.6% (to 5.7%) among females. Use 
among males in the 27-30 year old group also appears to be drop
ping faster (down 9.4% vs. 5.4% for females), although data for 
these respondents are available only since 1988. 

• As barbiturate use has declined since 1980, sex differences have 
been nearly eliminated among both the 19 to 22 year olds (since 
1984, at least) and among the two older age bands: annual preva
lence stands between 1% and 3% for both sexes and all three age 
groups. 

• The annual prevalence figures for heroin appear to have dropped 
among males in the 19 to 22 year old category since 1980 (from 
0.6% to 0.3% in 1991). Rates for females remained very low at 
0.1% to 0.3%. 

• Both sexes have shown some decline in recent years in the use of 
opiates other than heroin, with a near elimination of previous 
sex differences. 

• Sjnce 1981, rates of stimulant use have been similar for males and 
females, and have shown substantial and parallel downward trends 
for both sexes, though males still tend to have slightly higher rates 
of use among the 23-30 year aIds. 

• Both sexes also have reported similar rates of tranquilizer use 
since 1980. In recent years, both sexes in all three age groupings 
have shown a gradual decline. 

• Inhalant use has remained constant for both sexes in recent years, 
which means that it has remained roughly twice as high among 
males as females. Recall that use is considerably lower among the 
older age bands than among 19 to 22 year aIds. 

• For alcohol, 30-day prevalence rates have shown some decline 
since 1981 (of 8% to 10%) for both sexes in the 19 to 22 year old 
age group. And among this age group in 1991 there is still a large 
sex difference for daily drinldng: 6.8% for males vs. 2.2% for 

99 



females; but not as large as it was in 1980 (11.5% vs. 4.2%). The 
sex differences are larger for each older age group (8.8% vs. 2.3% 
for 23-26 year olds, 10.4% vs. 2.3% for 27-30 year olds). There are 
still large sex differences in all age groups on occasional heavy 
drinking (five or more drinks in a row at least once in the past 
two weeks), although 19 to 22 year old males have shown some 
longer term decline in this statistic, from 54% in 1986 to 48% in 
1991. 

• Sex differences in smoking had remained small among the 19 to 
22 year olds since 1980, with females generally averaging a 3% 
higher daily prevalence rate than males. In 1991, even this dif
ference disappeared, with 20% of both sexes reporting daily use, 
and 13% reporting use of a half-pack or more per day. Among the 
23 to 26 year olds daily rates have also been quite similar for the 
two sexes; the same has been true among 27 to 30 year olds since 
1988 when the data were first available. 

Regional Differences in Trends 

• 'rhe follow-up respondent's state of residence was first determined 
in the 1987 su.rvey, so trend data by region exist only for the inter
val since then. 

• In general, the changes which have occurred since 1987 have been 
pretty consistent across regions, particularly in terms of the direc
tion of the change-for the most part downward. (These changes 
have been examined for all 19 to 28 year olds combined to increase 
the reliability of the estimates.) 

• There have been substantial drops in all four regions since 1987 for 
any illicit drug, any illicit other than marijuana, marijuana, 
cocaine, and stimulants. Tranquilizer use has also dropped in 
all four regions, but from relatively low levels to begin with. 

• Cocaine continues to show a sharp decline in use in all regions; 
however, the proportional and absolute declines were greatest in 
the two regions which had attained the highest levels of use by the 
mid-80's-the West and the Northeast. This replicates the finding 
for seniors, and results in less regional variability in 1991 than in 
1987. 

• All four regions also have shown an appreciable drop in crack use 
since 1987. As was true for cocaine generally, the two regions 
having the highest rates (the West and the Northeast) have had 
large absolute and proportional declines, as did the North Central 
region, resulting in less regional variability in this form of drug use 
than was the case earlier. Among 19 to 28 year olds the West, 
Northeast, and South now have the highest annual prevalence 
rat.es (at 1.3%-1.4%) but these are not much different from that 
for the North Central region (0.9%). 
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• Rates of inhalant use have remained stable and quite low in all 
four regions in this age band. 

• Questions about MDMA ("ecstasj''') were added to the surveys in 
1989, and showed use rates in both 1989 and 1990 to be higher in 
the West and the South (1990 annual rates of 2.5% and 1.9%), and 
lower in the Northeast and North Central (1.0% and 0.7%). In 
1991, use fell Cnonsignificantly) in all regions, leaving the South 
with the highest rate (1.2%), and the North Central with the 
lowest (0.2%). 

• LSD has risen some in all four regions since 1987. The West has 
fairly consistently had the highest rate of use, though there are not 
large regional differences. 

• Thefii3 have been modest declines in alcohol use in all four regions 
since 1987 in current drinking and daily drinking. Occasional 
heavy drinking has remained fairly stable in all regions; the 
Northeast and North Central have prevalence rates about 10% 
higher than the South and West. 

• Current daily cigarette smoking dropped only between 2 and 4 
percentage points in all regions since 1987 among 19 to 28 year 
olds. The West -jonsistently has had a much lower rate of daily 
smoking, and the South a somewhat lower rate, than the Northeast 
and North Central regions. 

Trend Differences Related to PopUlation Density 

• In general, the proportion of young adults using any illicit drug 
has been declining in recent years in communities of all sizes. 
(Recall that five levels of population density are distinguished.) 
Among 19 to 22 year olds this decline began in 1982 and continues 
in 1991. The differences have narrowed slightly. The farm/country 
and small town strata have lower use than all of the other strata. 
For young adults aged 19-26, use currently tends to be highest in 
cities of over 500,000 population, but this is not true for the 27-30 
year olds. The use of any illicit drug other than marijuana 
tells a similar story. While the very large cities tend to have the 
highest rates on both indexes, they are only slightly higher than 
the other urban areas. 

• Marijuana use began declining in 1981 or 1982 among the 19 to 
22 year olds in all community size categories, and it continued to 
decline in 1991. The larger cities, which had the highest rates of 
use, showed the largest declines, so the differences have narrowed 
considerably. 

• LSD use among the 19 to 22 year olds has declined appreciably in 
the first half of the 80's. Since then there has been some increase 
in use in all strata. There has been little or no change among the 
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23 to 26 year olds since 1984, the earliest point recorded, but their 
annual prevalence has been consistently lower than in the younger 
age group. Nor have the 27-30 year olds, who have the lowest 
prevalence rates, shown any change since 1988. The use of other 
hallucinogens taken as a class has fallen in communities of all 
sizes among the 19-27 year oids. 

• The important and continuing drop in cocaine use since 1986 
occurred in all community-size strata for 19-22 year olds and for 
23-26 year olds. For both age groups, 1990 annual prevalence 
levels in each size stratum are less than half what they were in 
1986. There have been large declines among the 27 to 30 year olds 
since 1988, as well, in all community sizes; statistically significant 
drops occurred in both the large and very large city strata in 1991. 

Because the declines have been greatest in the large cities, the dif
ferences among strata have narrowed, as with seniors; but cocaine 
use still is positively correlated with community size. 

• Crack use among all age groups peaked in 1987 or 1988 and has 
fallen in all strata except farmicountry since. In the farm/country 
stratum, use may have peaked a little later (probably because this 
stratum is the last one reached as use diffuses out from the large 
cities), but generally has declined from peak levels there, as well. 

• Since 1981 there have been large drops in stimulant use among 19 
to 22 year olds in communities of all sizes; since 1984 (the first 
time point available) among the 23 to 26 year olds; and since 1988 
(first time point available) among the 27 to 30 year olds. There 
has been no systematic association between stimulant use and com
munity size during these time intervals and this remains true. 

• Methaqualone use, which in 1981 was rather strongly associated 
(positively) with population density, had dropped 'to annual preva
lence rates of 0.8% or below in all size strata for all three age bands 
by 1989. The use of barbiturates has also fallen to very low rates 
(2.9%, or less, annual prevalence) in all size strata for all three age 
bands; unlike methaqualone it has not shown much correlation 
with urbanicity at least as far back as 1980. 

• Tranquilizer use among young adults has had little or no associa
tion with population density over this time interval either. Among 
the 19 to 22 year olds it showed a decline in all strata from 1980 to 
about 1985, and some leveling since, to just under 4% annual prev
alence. Since 1985 some further declines have occurred among the 
23 to 26 year olds in the large cities, so that they too, now have an 
annual rate of about 4%, as do the smaller communities. 
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• Annual heroin prevalence in 1991 stands at 0.4% or less in all 
strata for all age bands, and has shown little systematic relation
ship with urbanicity, although in the early eighties it did tend to be 
more concentrated in cities than in the small-town and farm/ 
country strata among the 19 to 22 year olds. 

• Similarly, the annual use of opiates other than heroin had some 
positive association with degree of population density in the early 
eighties; however, it has shown rather little association since then, 
due to a greater decline in use in the variously sized city strata. 
For each of the various strata annual prevalence stands at between 
2% and 4% among the 19 to 22 year olds, and from 1% to 3% 
among the two older age bauds. 

• While the absolute levels of ill~halant use still remain low, between 
1984 and 1987 there was a gradual increase among 19 to 22 year 
olds in all strata (except the very large cities, where it started out 
highest). There has been no s~!stematic association with population 
density since; across all strat'ti annual prevalence rates in 1991 are 
between 1.8% and 5.0%. Among respondents in the next older 23 
to 26 year old age band, r~\tes have been consistently low in all 
strata since·1984 (ranging from 0.7% to 2.1% in 1991); rates are 
lower still for the oldest, 27 to 30 year old age band (0.4% to 0.9% 
in 1991). 

• In the three years for which data on MDMA ("ecstasy") have been 
available, use has been positively correlated with community size. 
1:,1 1991, very large cities has an annual prevalence rate of 1.6% 
among 19-28 year olds, whereas the farm/country stratum has 
0.3% and the small town 0.4%. 

• In the seven years between 1984 and 1991, a.lcohol use declined 
modestly in all community-size strata for both the 19-22 and the 
23-26 age groups, with only minor exceptions. In 1991, the 
association between community size and alcohol use remains a 
slightly positive one for 30-day prevalence, no association for daily 
prevalence, and a very slightly positive one for occasions of heavy 
drinking among both age groups. 
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Chapter 16 

ATTITUDES AND BELIEFS ABOUT DRUGS 
AMONG YOUNG ADULTS 

We have observed in the high school senior data some substantial changes in attitudes 
and beliefs about the use of drugs, in particular the perceived risk of harm associated 
with marijuana and cocaine, and personal disapproval of use of mar~juana, cocaine, and 
amphetamines. Further, the importance of these shifts in attitudes and beliefs in 
explaining changes in actual drug using behavior has been demonstrated in earlier 
volumes in this series and elsewhere,13 The question remains, however, whether similar 
changes are occurring among other age groups. In this chapter we review trends since 
1980 in the same attitudes and beliefs among young adults. 

PERCEIVED HARMFULNESS OF DRUGS 

Table 45 provides trends in the perceived risks associated with differing usage levels of 
the various licit and illicit drugs. These questions are contained in one questionnaire 
form only, limiting the numbers of follow-up cases; accordingly, we use four-year age 
bands in order to increase the available sample size (to about 500-600 weighted cases 
per cell) and thus to improve the reliability of the estimates. Because of the nature of 
the design, trend data are available for a longer period for 19 to 22 year aIds (,.,ince 
1980) than for 23 to 26 year aIds (since 1984), or for 27-30 year olds (since 1988). Com
parison data for seniors from 1980 onward are also displayed in this table. 

Beliefs in 1991 About Harmfulness Among Young Adults 

• As Table 45 illustrates, there are considerable differences in the 
risks young adults associate with the various drugs, as was true 
among seniors. In general, the results closely parallel those 
observed among seniors. (Comparisons can be made with Table 20 
in Volume 1.) 

13Bachman, J.G., Johnston, L.D., O'Malley, P.M., & Humphrey, R.H. (1988). Explaining the recent 
decline in mar~iuana use: Differentiating the effects of perceived risks, disapproval, and general lifestylle 
factors. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 29, 92-112; Bachman, J.G., Johnston, L.D., & O'Malley, 
P.M. (1990). Explaining the recent decline in cocaine use among young adults: Further evidence that pelr
ceived risks and disapproval lead to reduced drug use. Journal of Health and Social Bl!havior, 31, 173-184. 
Johnston, L.n. (1981) Frequent marijuana use: Correlates, possible effects, and reaso~s for using and quilt
ting. In R. deSilva, R. Dupont, and G. Russell (Eds.), Treating the Marijuana Dependent Person (pp. 8-14). 
New York: The American Council on Marijuana; Johnston, L.D. (1985). The etiology and prevention of sub
stance use: What can we learn from recent historical changes? In C.L. Jones and R.J. Battjes (Rds.), Etiol~
ogy of Drug Abuse: Implications for Prevention (NIDA Research Monograph No. 56, pp. 155-177). (DHHS 
Publication No. (ADM) 85-1335). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. 
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• Marijuana. is seen as the least risky of the illicitly used drugs, 
although sharp distinctions, are made betwelm different levels of 
use: in 1991, experimental use is perceived as being of Hgreat risk" 
by 14-19% of high school graduates (age 19-80), while regular use 
is perceived to be that risky by 68-75% of them. 

It is interesting to note that fewer of the older age groups see great 
risk, particularly with occasional and regular use of marijuana, 
than the younger age bands. Indeed, the,re has been a quite 
regular negative ordinal relationship betW€len age and perceived 
risk for some years. This could reflect an age: effect, but we think it 
is more likely a cohort effect, with the younger cohorts having come 
to perceive marijuana as more dangerous as. they were growing up 
than did earlier cohorts, and then carrying these beliefs into adul
thood. 

• Use of any of the other illicit drugs ils seen as distinctly more risky 
than marijuana. Experimental use of amphetamines and bar
biturates is perceived as risky by a.bout 81-37% of young adults 
age 19-30, and 48%- 67% think t.rying LSD, cQcaine, cracll, 
.M'DMA, or heroin is risky. 

• In recent years, the older age groups have been more likely to see 
LSD, heroin, amphetamine, and barbiturate use as dangerous, 
just the opposite of the situation with melrijuana. At the end of 
this chapter we offer a closing note on the implications of this find
ing for theory and prevention. 

• There has been little age-related difference in perceived l'isk 
associated with regular use of coc(line. There is a modest age
related difference in experimental and occasional use, however; the 
two older groups perceive less risk. This difference is consistent 
with the somewhat higher prevalence of use among the older 
groups. 

• Crystal methamphetamine (nice") was introduced to this ques
tion set in 1990 and the results show what may be an important 
reason for its lack of rapid spread. Seniors and young adults per
ceive it as a quite dangerous drug, perhaps because it is likened to 
crack cocaine in most media accounts. Both drugs are burned and 
inhaled, both are stimulants, and both produce dependence. 

• MD.MA ("ecstasy") questions were introduced a year earlier, and 
have not been asked of seniors. Young adults see it as a fairly 
dangerous drug, even for experimentation; just under 50% say 
there is "great risk" involved. This puts it close to LSD in its level 
of perceived risk. 
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• As with seniors, only a minority of the young adults see 
occasional heavy drinking as dangerous (39-42%); however, 
more than three-fourths feel that way about daily heavy drink
ing. 

• More than 75% of the young adults perceive regular pack-a-day 
cigarette smoking as entailing high risk. 

Trends in Perceived Harmfulness Among Young Adults 

• Nearly all of the important trends observed among seniors in per
ceived harmfulness can also be seen among young adults. (See 
Table 45.) In particular, the risks associated with all levels of 
cocaine use rose sharply after 1986 (particularly for experimental 
and occasional use), though there was little further change in 1991 
for either seniors or young adults. 

• The long-term increase in the perceived risk of regular 
marijuana use documented among seniors also occurred among 
young adults although there was rather little change since 1989 for 
either group. The proportion of 19 to 22 year olds reporting great 
risk rose from 44% in 1980 (the first data point available) to 75% 
in 1991. Furthermore, the gap between this age group and the 23 
to 26 year olds has narrowed by more than half, so that in 1991 
the older age band is only 4% less likely to believe regular use car
ries great risk; the 27-30 year olds are 2% less likely than the 23-
26 year oIds. Among seniors the shift over the same interval was 
from 50% to 78%. (Daily madjuana use dropped appreciably 
during this time in all of these age groups.) 

• Among seniors there had been a downward shift from 1975 to 1986 
in the proportion seeing much risk associated with trying heroin, 
then a sharp upturn in 1987 which has held since. It appears that 
there was a similar downward shift among young adults (who in 
general have been more cautious about heroin than high school 
seniors); this was followed by a definite upturn between 1985 and 
1987 in the judged risk of experimental or occasional heroin use, 
with little further change since then. These trends may reflect 
respectively, (a) the lesser attention paid to heroin by the media 
during the late seventies and early eighties than previously, and (b) 
the subsequent great increase in attention paid to intravenous 
heroin use in the past few years because of its important role in the 
spread of AIDS. 

• While trend data are available only since 1987 on the risks per
ceived to be associated with crack~ they show a sharp increase in 
the 1987-1989 interval. Were data available a year or two earlier, 
they undoubtedly would have shown that an even larger shift 
occurred. 
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TABLE 45 
Trends in Perceived Hannfu1n~ss of Drugs 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of 18, !9-22, 23-26, and 27-30 
(Entriell are percent3g'es) 

Percentage saying "great risk"a 

Q. Haul much do you think people 
rish hannlng thenuellies Age '90-'91 
(physkall.y or in other Group illQ.ill..!~..ll!Mllli~.!.!'!§..ll!§l~~.!.Wl.!m ~ 
ways), if they ... 

Try marijuana once or twice 18 10.0 13.0 11.5 12.7 14.7 14.8 15.1 18.4 19.0 23.6 23.1 27.1 +4.0ss 
19-22 8.3 7.8 9.7 9.7 12.8 11.2 13.0 12.9 16.8 16.9 17.8 19.1 +1.3 
23-26 9.6 10.0 12.4 14.5 16.0 14.0 17.7 14.0 -3.7 
27-30 14.6 16.0 1'1.0 15.7 -1.3 

Smoke marIjuana occasionally 18 14.7 19.1 18.3 20.6 22.6 24.5 25.0 30.4 31.7 36.5 36.9 40.6 +3.7s 
19-22 13.9 14.2 lS.9 16.7 21.7 20.6 22.4 23.0 28.7 29.1 30.1 30.2 +0.1. 
23-26 15.8 16.3 20.9 20.8 26.8 25.3 30.4 26.2 -4.2 
27-30 24.2 25.7 28.7 27.4 -1.3 

Smoke marijuana regularly 18 50.4 57.6 60.4 62.8 66.9 70.4 71.3 73.5 77.0 77.5 77.8 78.6 +0.8 
19-22 43.9 47.8 52.4 58.4 62.2 66.8 67.6 69.4 72.4 74.9 73.0 75.0 +2.0 
23-26 52.9 67.5 59.4 65.3 68.3 72.1 71.0 70.9 -0.1 
27-30 67.5 69.1 69.2 67.5 -1.7 

Try LSD once or twice 18 43.9 45.5 44.9 44.7 45;4 43.5 42.0 44.9 45.7 46.0 44.7 46.6 +1.9 
19-22 44.8 44.4 45.0 44.7 46.0 44.3 47.6 49.4 49.2 49.5 49.3 48.0 -1.3 
23-26 48.3 46.9 47.9 51.5 53.7 50.7 52.0 50.1 -1.9 
27-30 53.3 55.6 54.6 52.5 -2.1 

Take LSD regularly 18 83.0 83.5 83.5 83.2 83.8 82.9 82.6 83.8 84.2 84.3 84.5 84.3 -0.2 
19-22 83.4 85.3 86.2 86.0 84.5 86.4 87.1 85.6 85.4 85.5 85.8 86.1) +0.8 
23-26 89.0 86.6 88.7 90.0 89.2 89.0 88.2 89.1 +0.9 
27-30 89.1 91.2 92.0 87.1 -4.9s 

Try PCP once or twice 18 55.6 58.8 56.6 55.2 51.7 -3.5 
19-22 63.6 63.8 NA NA NA NA 
23-26 64.8 63.2 NA NA NA NA 
27-30 65.9 NA NA NA NA 

Try cocaine once or tWice 18 31.3 32.1 32.8 33.1i 35.7 34.0 33.5 47.9 51.2 54.9 59.4 59.4 0.0 
19-22 31A 1:0.4 33.3 28.7 33.1 33.2 35.5 45.9 51.9 51.5 58.1 58.7 +0.6 
23-26 31.3 31.1 35.9 48.0 47.1 51.3 51.5 60.5 -1.0 
27-30 45.3 53.0 51.6 52.6 +1.0 

Take cocaine occasionally 18 54.2 66.8 69.2 71.8 73.9 75.5 +1.6 
19-22 53.8 61.3 67.1 72.6 74.6 72.6 -2.0 
23-26 50.9 62.6 63.2 69.9 69.9 70.3 +0.4 
27-30 62.6 66.~ 66.6 69.1 +2.5 

Take cocaine regularly 18 69.2 71.2 73.0 74.3 78.8 79.0 82.2 88.5 89.2 90.2 91.1 90.4 -0.7 
19-22 65.2 69.3 71.5 75.2 75.1 82.9 82.0 88.0 90.3 89.1 93.9 93.5 -0.4 
23-26 75.6 76.9 83.0 88.9 90.9 91.2 91.2 92.7 +1.5 
27-30 88.9 92.0 91.4 90.9 -0.5 

(Table continued on next page) 
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TABLE 45 (Cont.) 
Trends in Perceived Harmfulness of Drugs 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22, 23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percentagos) 

Percentage snying "great risk"a 

Age '90-'91 
Group .ll!.§Q~ill&llli..ll!§.illM.!.illl!!.§1.!M§..l!!!!.!1.~l!!1ll ~ 

Try crack once or twice IB 57.0 62.1 62.9 64.3 60.6 -3.7s 
19-22 59.4 67.3 68.5 69.4 66.9 -2.5 
23-26 69.1 63.6 69.B 67.3 66.9 -0.4 
27-30 66.5 64.9 68.7 66.8 -1.9 

Take crack occasionally IB 70.4 73.2 75.3 80.4 76.5 -3.9ss 
19-22 75.0 77.3 81.8 82.3 82.7 +0.4 
23-26 70.3 74.0 79.9 Bl.1 83.9 +2.B 
27-30 76.4 76.7 82.6 81.8 -0.8 

Take crack regularly IB 84.6 84.8 85.6 91.6 90.1 -1.5 
19-22 89.6 91.1 94.1 94.9 95.6 +0.7 
23-26 88.0 89.2 91.6 94.2 96.4 +1.2 
27-30 89.6 89.5 95.3 94.4 -0.9 

Try MDMA ("ecstasy") once or twice 19-22 45.2 47.1 48.8 +1.7 
23~26 49.5 47.2 47.4 +0.2 
27-30 44.9 48.7 47.7 -1.0 

Try heroin once or twice 18 52.1 52.9 51.1 50.8 49.8 47.3 45.8 53.6 54.0 53.8 55.4 55.2 -0.2 
19-22 57.8 56.8 54.4 52.5 58.7 51.0 55.5 57.9 58.9 59.6 58.3 59.£1 + 1.6 
23-26 68.2 69.2 60.B 66.6 66.4 62.3 64.1 62.4 -1.7 
27-30 66.0 69.7 67.5 66.1 -1.4 

Take heroin occasionally 18 70.9 72.2 69.8 71.8 70.7 69.8 68.2 74.6 73.&. 75.5 76.6 74.9 -1.7 
19-22 77.5 77.8 73.6 74.5 74.9 73.6 77.2 77.6 77.5 79.8 80.8 80.2 -0.6 
23-26 B1.2 80.7 78.9 B4.6 B2.4 BM 83.4 84.4 +1.0 
27-30 86.0 86.8 85.3 84.3 -1.0 

Take heroin regularly IB 86.2 87.5 86.0 86.1 87.2 86.0 87.1 88.7 88.8 89.5 90.2 89.6 -0.6 
19-22 87.2 89.9 87.5 88.6 86.8 90.2 90.7 90.2 89.6 90.8 91.2 91.5 +0.3 
23-26 92.0 90.1 90.6 92.8 91.6 91.3 91.0 92.6 +1.6 
27-30 92.7 93.5 93.0 90.7 -2.3 

Try amphetamines once or twice 18 29.7 26.4 25.3 24.7 25.4 25.2 25.1 29.1 29.6 32.8 32.2 36.3 +4.16 
19-22 24.6 24.6 27.8 24.8 26.9 23.9 27.1 27.4 31.7 28.9 35.6 32.8 -2.8 
23-26 29.6 29.4 29.4 34.1 33.2 32.6 35.3 31.0 -4.3 
27-30 35.2 37.5 36.9 36.5 -0.4 

Take amphetamines regularly 18 69.1 66.1 64.7 64.8 67.1 67.2 67.3 69.4 69.8 71.2 71.2 74.1 +2.9 
19-22 71.9 69.9 68,3 69.9 68.4 68.5 72.3 72.0 73.9 71.3 74.0 77.1 +3.1 
23-26 76.8 77.2 76.6 78.2 77.4 76.7 77.8 79.4 +1.6 
27-30 80.6 82.9 83.3 79.4 -3.9 

Try crystal meth ("ice") 18 63.1 61.6 -1.5 
19-22 57.8 58.6 +0.8 
23-26 66.6 56.0 -0.5 
27-30 59.6 57.2 -2.4 

(Table continued on next page) 
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TABLE 45 (Cont.) 
Trends in Perceived Harmfulness of Drugs 

Young Adults In Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22, 23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percentages) 

Percenta~e saying "great rluk"a 

Age '90-'91 
Graue illQ l!!§l .!ill ill! .!.!!M .!!!!2 ~ l!!ll .!!!!!§. l!!§.Q. .!ru!Q .!Q!U. change 

Try barbiturates once or twice 18 30.9 28.4 27.5 27.0 27.4 26.1 25.4 30.0 29.7 32.2 32.4 35.1 +2.7 
19-22 27.6 26.4 30.5 25.4 29.9 25.0 30.7 29.6 32.7 30.5 36.4 33.5 -2.9 
23-26 32.2 29.9 30.2 35.5 35.8 32.9 37.9 31.8 -6.1s 
27-30 37.2 38.7 39.0 37.0 -2.0 

Take barbiturates regUlarly 18 72.2 69.9 67.6 67.7 6S.5 68.3 67.2 69.4 69.6 70.5 70.2 70.5 +0.3 
19-22 74.0 73.3 72.7 71.3 71.6 71.7 74.5 73.0 74.0 71.7 75.5 75.5 0.0 
23-26 77.4 77.0 74.9 79.9 79.8 76.6 80.5 77.7 -2.8 
27-30 81.5 83.7 84.0 79.6 -4.4 

Try one or two drinks of an 18 3.8 4.6 3.5 4.2 4.6 5.0 4.6 6.2 6.0 6.CI· 8.3 9.1 +0.8 
alcor-olic beverage 19-22 3.0 3.4 3.1 2.3 4.7 3.1 5.4 3.5' 3.9 5.9 6.1 5.4 -0.7 
(beer, wine, liquor) 23-26 5.5 3.0 6.5 6.6 4.2 5.1 5.7 4.4 -1.3 

27-30 .5.0 6.3 4.4 6.6 +2.2 

Take one or two drinks 18 20.3 21.6 21.6 21.6 23.0 24.4 25.1 26.2 27.3 28.5 31.3 32.7 + 1.4 
nearly every day 19-22 22.7 22.9 23.2 23.2 25.0 26.3 21.3 26.1 26.5 28.1 30.1 29.1 -1.0 

23-26 27.8 27.4 26.9 30.2 29.1 27.8 31.1 30.4 -0.7 
27-30 27.4 31.7 32.2 31.7 -0.5 

Take four O~ five drinks 18 65.7 64.5 65.5 66.8 68.4 69.8 66.5 69.7 68.5 69.8 70.9 69.5 -1.4 
nearly every day 19-22 71.2 72.7 73.3 7.1..7 76.2 74.1 74.0 76.4 72.8 75.7 76.1 75.5 -0.6 

23-26 76.7 77.9 80.1 77.2 81.8 76.9 79.7 80.2 +0.5 
27-30 79.3 81.7 84.7 79.1 -5.6s 

Have five or more drinks once 18 35.9 36.3 36.0 38.6 41.7 43.0 39.1 41.9 42.6 44.0 47.1 48.6 +1.5 
or twice each weekend 19-22 34.2 30.1 33.5 36.6 37.9 40.2 34.6 36.7 36.9 42.4 40.6 40.8 +0.2 

23-26 38.4 39.7 39.1 39.8 35.8 37.7 40.2 39.3 -0.9 
27-30 41.0 42.3 44.1 42.2 -1.9 

Smoke one or more packs of 18 63.7 63.3 60.5 61.2 63.8 96.5 66.0 88.6 68.0 67.2 68.2 69.4 +1.2 
cigarettes per day 19-22 66.5 61.7 64.0 62.1 69.1 n,4 70.4 70.6 71.0 73.4 72.5 77.9 +5.48 

23-26 71.1 70.1 75.7 731.6 75.5 71.4 78.5 75.3 -3.2 
27-30 72.8 75.2 77.8 75.4 -2.4 

Approx. Wtd. N .. 18 3234 3604 3557 3305 3262 3250 3020 3315 3276 2796 2553 2549 
19-22 590 585 583 585 579 547 581 570 551 565 552 533 
23-26 540 612 645 631 627 498 511 505 
27-30 513 487 490 486 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference between the two most. recent classes: s = .05, S8 = .01, ass = .001. A blank cell 
indicate! data not available. 

aAnswer alternatives were: (1) No risk, (2) Slight risk, (3) Moderate risk, (4) Great risk, and (5) Can't say, drug unfamiliar. 
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• With regard to occasional heavy drinking, among seniors, per
ceived risk began to rise around 1981, continuing through 1985, 
and then leveled off until 1989 when it again started to rise. A 
similar pattern is found among 19 to 22 year olds. The older age 
band shows a level pattern recently, and data do not exist for 
enough years to check for an earlier increase in concern. 

• In recent years, the data available from the young adult samples 
show a modest increase in the proportions associating great risk 
with regular smolling. For example, over the seven year interval 
from 1984 to 1991, 19-22 year old respondents increased by 9% 
(from 69% to 78%), while the 23-26 year old groups increased by 
4% from (71% to 75%). High school seniors showed about the same 
degree of change as the 23-26 year aIds, increasing by 5%, from 
64% to E)9%. 

PERSONAL DISAPPROVAL OF DRUG USE 

The questions asked of seniors concerning the extent to which they personally disap
prove of various drug-using behaviors are also asked of follow-up respondents, in one of 
the six questionnaire forms. Trends in the answers of young adults aged 19-22, 23-26, 
and 27-30 are contained in Table 46. Comparison data for seniors are aJso provided for 
1980 onward (see also Table 22, Chapter 8, in Volume I, for trends since 1975 in high 
school seniors' attitudes and beliefs about drugs). 

Extent of Disapproval by Young Adults in 1991 

• In general, the attitudes of young adults related to the various 
drug-using behaviors, both licit and illicit, are highly similar to 
those held by seniors. This means that the great majority disap
prove of using, or even experimenting with, all of the illicit drugs 
other than marijuana. For example, regular use of each of the 
following drt.;gs is disapproved by 97% or more of young adults: 
LSD, cocaine, amphetamines, barbiturates, and heroin. 
Experimentation with each of these drugs is disapproved by 84% to 
98% of the young adults. 

• These attitudes seem to differ Httle as a function of age, except 
that disapproval of experimental use of cocaine declines with age: 
seniors (94%)., 19 to 22 year aIds (91%), 23 to 26 year aIds (88%)~ 
and 27 to 30 year olds (87%). The differences are consistent with 
age-related differences in actual use. 

• Even for marijuana, more than half of young adults now dise-,p
prove experimentation, almost three-quarters disapprove occasional 
use, and roughly 90% disapprove regular use. Once again, chere 
are age-related differences, with a decline in disapproval as one 
moves from younger to older age groups. Since current marijuana 
use is about constant across this age band (but active use during 
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high school was higher in the older age groups), these age-related 
differences in attitudes may reflect a residual effect of cohort dif
ferences in attitudes which were formed in high school or earlier. 

• Rates of disapproval for the various patterns of alcohol use listed 
are quite close to those observed among seniors. Seniors are more 
likely to disapprove of experimentation, though the rate of disap
proval is very low in all groups. On the question about occasional 
heavy drinking, disapproval is about 5% higher among the 27 to 
30 year olds (who have a lower prevalence of such behavior) than 
among the younger age groups, a.ll of whom have about the same 
attitudes. 

• Disapproval for cigarette smoking, at the rate of a pack per day 
or more, varies little by age. 

Trends in Disapproval by Young Adults 

• Prior to 1991, there had been some important changf's among 
American young adults in the extent to which they found various 
drugs acceptable, even for adult use. However, there was little fur
ther change in 1991. 

• The largest shift occurred for marijuana; the proportion of 19 to 
22 year olds disapproving even experimentation rose from 38% to 
60% between 1980 and 1990, where it remains in 1991. Although 
data are available for a shorter pe~iod for the 23 to 26 year old age 
band, this group also increased in disapproval of experimenting 
with marijuana-from 41% in 1984 to 59% in 1991. 

• Among the 19 to 22 year olds disapproval of regular cocaine use 
rose gradually from about 92% in 1980 to 98% in 1991. All three 
young adult age bands are now near the ceiling of 100%. Young 
adults 19 to 22, like the seniors, showed an increase in their disap
proval of experimental use of cocaine, with the proportion disap
proving rising from 73% in 1984 to 91% in 1991. (Much of the 
increase occurred since 1986.) Over the sam€ period, disapproval 
also rose among 23 to 26 year olds-from 70% in 1984 to 88% in 
1991. 

• Disapproval rates for experimental, occasional, or regular use of 
LSD and heroin have been so high in recent years that there is 
little room for additional increase. 

• There have been significant increases in disapproval of experimen
tal use of amphetamines and barbiturates. Trying 
amphetamines once or tWIce is disapproved by 84%- 85% of 19-26 
year olds in 1991 compared to 73-74% in 1984, and the correspond
ing figures for trying barbiturates are 88-90% in 1991 compared to 
84-85% in 1984. 
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TABLE 46 
Trends in Proportions Disapproving of Drug Use 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22,23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percentagos) 

Percentage "disapproving"a 

Q. Do you disapprove of peopk 
(who are 18 or older) doing Age '90-'91 
each of Ihs following? Group ~ 1!!!.! ~ ill& ~ ~ 1986 l!!.§1 ill§. .!!8Jl. ~ ~ change 

Try marijuana once or twice 18 39.0 40.0 45.5 46.3 49.3 51.4 54.6 56.6 60.8 64.6 67.8 68.7 +0.9 
111-22 38.2 36.1 37.0 42.0 44.1 46.6 51.6 52.8 55.8 62.4 59.6 60.4 +0.8 
23-26 41.2 38.6 426 49.1 48.7 52.5 57.5 58.8 +1.3 
27-30 49.0 50.9 53.8 54.6 +0.8 

Smoke marijuana occasionally 18 49.7 52.6 59.1 60.7 63.5 fl5.8 69.0 71.6 74.0 77.2 80.5 79.4 -1.1 
19-22 49.6 49.1 51.3 56.0 60.4 62.6 66.7 67.2 69.5 77.3 76.3 77.0 +0.7 
23-26 54.8 52.8 57.0 64.9 63.4 69.4 73.7 73.3 -0.4 
27-30 65.3 67.1 65.9 73.0 +4.1 

Smoke .narijuana regularly 18 74.6 77.4 80.6 82.5 84.7 85.5 86.6 89.2 89.3 89.8 91.0 89.3 -1.7 
19-22 74.3 77.2 80.0 81.8 84.9 86.7 89.2 88.7 89.1 91.2 93.1 91.3 -1.8 
23-26 80.6 81.3 83.3 87.4 86.9 90.4 91.0 89.6 -1.4 
27-30 87.6 87.5 89.7 89.6 -0.1 

Try LSD once or twice 18 87.3 86.4 88.8 89.1 88.9 89.5 89.2 91.6 89.8 89.7 89.8 90.1 +0.3 
19-22 87.4 84.8 85.9 88.4 88.1 89.1 90.4 90.0 90.9 89.3 90.5 88.4 -2.1 
23-26 87.3 87.1 88.0 89.9 91.4 91.0 90.7 89.1 -1.6 
27-30 91.0 87.2 89.7 87.9 -1.8 

Take LSD regularly 18 96.7 96.8 96.7 97.0 96.8 97.0 96.6 97.S 96.4 96.4 96.3 96.4 +0.1 
19-22 98.2 97.4 97.7 97.6 97.6 98.8 98.5 98.0 98.1 97.5 99.1 97.5 -1.6s 
23-26 99.2 98.0 98.5 99 •. 0 98.0 98.4 98.3 98.4 +0.1 
27-30 98.8 97.1 98.9 98.9 0.0 

Try cocaine once or twice 18 76.3 74.6 76.6 77.0 79.7 79.3 80.2 87.3 89.1 90.5 91.5 93.6 +2.15 
19-22 73.0 69.3 69.9 74.1 72.5 77.6 78.9 82.S 85.3 88.8 90.1 91.2 +1.1 
23-26 70.2 70.5 72.1 80.0 82.9 85.5 88.3 88.0 -0.3 
27-30 82.1 Sl.0 85.5 86.9 +1.4 

Take cocaine regularly 18 91.1 90.7 91.5 93.2 94.5 93.8 94.3 96.7 96.2 96.4 96.7 97.3 +0.6 
19-22 91.S 89.3 91.9 94.6 95.0 96.3 97.0 97.2 97.9 97.4 98.9 97.9 -1.0 
23-26 95.7 95.3 97.3 98.1 97.6 98.3 98.4 98.5 +0.1 
27-30 98.1 97.0 99.3 99.0 -0.3 

Try heroin once or twice 18 93.5 93.5 94.6 94.3 94.0 94.0 93.3 96.2 95.0 95.4 95.1 96.0 +0.9 
19-22 96.3 95.4 95.6 95.2 95.1 96.2 96.8 96.3 97.1 96.4 98.3 95.9 -2.4s 
23-26 96.7 94.9 96.4 97.1 97.4 96.7 96.8 96.9 +0.1 
27-30 97.9 95.8 97.5 96.6 -0.9 

Take heroin occasionally 18 96.7 97.2 96.9 96.9 97.1 96.8 96.6 97.9 96.9 97.2 96.7 97.3 +0.6 
19-22 98.6 97.S 98.3 98.3 98.6 98.7 98.3 98.3 98.3 97.9 99.2 98.2 -1.0 
23-26 99.2 98.2 98.8 99.1 98.4 98.3 98.1 99.0 +0.9 
27-30 99.2 97.3 99.0 98.9 -0.1 

Take heroin regularly 18 97.6 97.8 97.5 97.7 98.0 97.6 97.6 98.1 97.2 97.4 97.5 97.8 +0.3 
19-22 99.2 98.5 98.6 98.7 98.7 99.1 98.9 98.6 98.4 98.3 99.5 98.5 -1.0 
23-26 99.4 98.8 99.1 99.4 98.7 98.7 98.5 99.3 +0.8 
27-30 99.4 97.6 99.4 99.0 -0.4 

(Table continued on next page) 
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TABLE 46 (Cont.) 
Trends in Proportions Disapproving of Drug Use 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22,23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percentages) 

Percentage "disapproving"a 

Age '90-'91 
Grnup ~ll!!.~~ill.1~~~l!!§!~.llll!QlllU change 

Try amphetamines once or twice 18 75.4 71.1 72.6 72.3 72.8 74.9 76.5 80.7 82.5 83.3 85.3 86.5 + 1.2 
19-22 74.5 70.5 68.9 74.0 73.0 75.6 78.9 79.9 81.8 85.3 84.4 83.9 -0.5 
23-26 74.2 74.2 74.6 80.3 83.5 83.3 84.1 84.8 +0.7 
27-30 83.5 81.0 84.3 83.7 -0.6 

Take amphetamines regularly 18 93.0 91.7 92.0 92.6 93.6 93.3 93.5 95.4 94.2 94.2 95.5 96.0 +0.5 
19-22 94.8 93.3 94.3 93.4 94.9 96.6 96.9 95.1 97.5 96.8 97.5 97.7 +0.2 
23-26 96.6 95.9 96.6 97.0 97.2 98.1 97.9 97.9 0.0 
27-30 98.1 96.5 98.6 9i.8 -0.8 

Try barbiturates once or twice 18 83.9 82.4 84.4 83.1 84.1 84.9 86.8 89.6 89.4 89.3 90.5 90.6 +0.1 
19-22 83.5 82.3 83.8 85.1 85.2 86.1 88.3 87.5 90.1 92.0 91.1 90.4 -0.7 
23-26 83.9 84.5 84.4 89.8 90.7 89.4 88.8 87.9 -0.9 
27-30 90.5 88.3 88.4 88.8 +0.4 

Take barbiturates regularly 18 95.4 94.2 94.4 95.1 95.1 95.5 94.9 96.4 95.3 95.3 96.4 97.1 +0.7 
19':22 96.6 95.6 97.3 96.5 96.6 98.1 98.0 97.0 97.9 97.7 C8.7 98.0 -0.7 
23-26 98.4 98.5 97.7 98.6 98.3 98.3 98.5 98.5 0.0 
27-30 98.4 97.1 99.1 98.5 -0.6 

Try one or two drinks of an 18 16.0 17.2 18.2 18.4 17.4 20.3 20.9 2:1..4 22.6 27.3 29.4 29.8 +0.4 
alcoholic beverage 19-22 14.8 14.5 13.9 15.5 15.3 15.4 16.9 16.0 18.4 22.4 17.6 22.2 +4.6 
(beer, wine, liquor) 23-26 17.4 16.1 13.2 17.7 13.7 17.5 18.6 19.5 +0.9 

27-30 19.5 19.1 18.7 18.8 +0.1 

Take one or two drinks 18 69.0 69.1 69.9 6a.9 72.9 70.9 72.8 74.2 75.0 76.5 77.9 76.5 -1.4 
nearly every day 19-22 67.8 69.7 71.3 73.3 74.3 71.3 77.4 75.3 76.5 80.0 79.7 77.1 -2.6 

23-26 71.4 73.7 71.6 72.7 74.6 74.4 77.6 76.9 -0.7 
27-30 76.0 73.9 73.3 76.1 +2.8 

Take four or five drinks 18 90.8 91.8 90.9 90.0 91.0 92.0 91.4 92.2 92.8 91.6 91.9 90.6 -1.3 
nearly every day 19-22 95.2 93,4 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.8 94.9 95.7 94.8 96.1 95.8 96.4 +0.6 

23-26 96.2 95.0 95.5 96.9 94.3 95.9 96.9 96.1 -0.8 
27-30 97.4 94.6 96.1 95.3 -0.8 

Have five or more drinks once 18 55.6 55.5 58.8 56.6 59.6 60.4 62.4 62.0 65.3 66.5 68.9 67.4 -1.5 
or twice each weekend 19-22 57.1 56.1 58.2 61.0 59.7 59.4 60.3 61.6 64.1 66.3 67.1 62.4 -4.7 

23-26 66.2 68.3 66.5 67.5 65.2 63.2 66.9 64.6 -2.3 
27-30 73.9 71.4 73.1 72.1 -1.0 

Smoke one or more packs of 18 70.8 69.9 69.4 70.8 73.0 72.3 75.4 74.3 73.1 72.4 72.8 71.4 -1.4 
cigarettes per day 19-22 68.7 68.1 66.3 71.6 69.0 70.5 71.4 72.7 73.S 75.6 73.7 73.2 -0.5 

23-26 69.9 68.7 67.5 69.7 66.4 71.1 71.5 77.2 +5.7s 
27-30 72.8 69.4 73.5 71.2 -2.3 

App:ox. Wtd. N = 18 3261 3610 3651 3341 3254 3265 3113 3302 3311 2799 25G6 2547 
19-22 588 573 605 579 586 551 605 587 560 567 569 533 
23-26 542 535 560 532 538 516 524 495 
27-30 526 509 513 485 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent classes: s = .05, ss = .01, sss = .001. A blank cell indicates 
data not available. 

aAnswer alternatives were: (1) Don't disapprove, (2) Disapprove, and (3) Strongly disapprove. Percentages are shown for categories (2) 
and (3) combined. 
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• Regarding alcohol use, among 19 to 22 year olds there has been 
some movement toward greater disapproval of experimentation, 
daily drinking, and occasional heavy drinking. The same 
trends also have been observed among seniors . 

• Since 1984, there has been very little change in the proportions of 
high school seniors disapproving cigarette smoking at the rate of 
half-pack or more per day (73% vs. 71%). Among the 19-22 year 
old group, there was some increase in disapproval (from 69% in 
1984 to 73% in 1991), and in the 23-26 year old group (70% to 
77%). The oldest group (27 to 30 year olds) has changed little since 
the first data available for them in 1988 (73%) and 1990 (71 %). 

A FURTHER COMMENT: COHORT DIFFERENCES AND IMPLICATIONS FOR 
PREVENTION 

It should be noted that the older age respondents are more likely than younger ones to 
see LSD, heroin, amphetamine, and barbiturate use as dangerous, just the opposite 
of the situation with marijuana. We have offered the framework for a theory of drug 
epidemics in which direct learning (from personal use) and vicarious learning (from use 
by others in both the immediate and mass media environments) play an important role 
in changing these key attitudes.14 To the extent current data represent cohort effects 
(enduring differences between cohorts), these findings would be consistent with this 
theoretical perspective. Clearly, use of these particular drugs was greater when the 
older cohorts were growing up, and public attention and concern regarding the conse
quences of these drugs was greatest in the 1970's and early 1980's. In the early 1970's 
LSD was alleged to cause brain damage and chromosomal damage. Methamphetamine 
was discouraged with the slogan "speed kills." There was a serious epidemic of heroin 
use in the early 1970's, and so on. The younger cohorts in our study were not exposed to 
these experiences, but the older cohorts were. While there may have been a secular 
trend toward greater perceived risk for drugs in general, in the case of LSD there may 
also have been a cohort effect that was enough to offset the secular trend among seniors, 
who have shown little change in perceived risk since 1980. 

This vicarious learning process has a very practical importance for the national strategy 
for preventing future epidemics. As future cohorts of youngsters grow up with less 
opportunity for such vicarious learning, because fewer in their immediate social circles 
and fewer public role models are using these drugs and exhibiting adverse reactions, the 
less opportunity they will have to learn the hazards of the drugs in the normal course of 
growing up. Unless those hazards are convincingly communicated to them in other 
ways-say through school prevention programs and public service advertising-the more 
susceptible they will be to a new epidemic of use of the same or similar drugs. 

14Johnston, L.D. (1991). Toward a theory of drug epidemics. In R.L. Donohew, H. Sypher, & 
W. Bukoski (Eds.), Persuasive Communication and Drug Abuse Prevention. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum. pp. 93-132. 
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Chapter 17 

THE SOCIAL MILIEU FOR YOUNG ADULTS 

In Volume I we examined the extent to which high school students are exposed to drug 
use of various kinds, their perceptions of the relevant norms in their peer groups, and 
the extent to which they perceive various drugs to be available to them. In this chapter 
the same issues are addressed foJ.' the young adult population, Ii1any of whom are 
experiencing social environments quite different from those during their high school 
years. 

PEER NORMS AS PERCEIVED BY YOUNG ADULTS 

Table 47 gives the current status and trends in peer norms for the same three age bands 
discussed in Chapter 15: namely, 19 to 22 year oIds, 23 to 26 year olds, and 27 to 30 
year olds. Trend data are available since 1980, 1984, and 1988, respectively, for these 
three age bands. The table also includes comparison data for seniors. 

Current Perceptions of Friends' Attitudes 

• The peer norms reported by young adults one to twelve years past 
high school are similar to those reported by high school seniors. 
That is, for each of the illicit drugs other than marijuana the 
great majority think that their close friends would disapprove of 
their even trying such drugs once or twice (about 91% for LSD and 
86% for cocaine). 

• Nearly two-thirds of the young adults (65%) now think their friends 
would disapprove of their even trying marijuana, while nearly 
three-fourths think they would disapprove of occasional use and 
88% think they would disapprove of regular use. I 

• There appear to be no large age-related differences in current 
norms for any of the illicit drugs. Comparing seniors with the 
three older age groups, we find almost identical rates of peer disap
proval for trying amphetamines or LSD, or for using marijuana 
regulqrly. However, for the experimental or occasional use of 
either marijuana or cocaine there is a small drop-off in peer dis
approval with increasing age. 

• Almost three-quarters of young adults say their friends would dis
approve if they were daily drinkers, and 9 out of 10 if they were 
heavy daily drinkers. However, only 51% and 57% of the 19 to 
26 year olds say their friends would disapprove of heavy weekend 
drinking, while 68% of the 27 to 30 year olds say the same. 
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TABLE 47 
Trends in Proportion of Friends Disapproving of Drug Use 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22,23-26, and 27..:.30 
(Etltries are percentages) 

Perctlntage saying friends disapprovea 

Q. 
How do you think your close friends Age '90-'91 
feel (or would feel) ab.?ut you .. , Group 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 change --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

Trying marijuana once or twice 18 42.6 46.4 50.3 52.0 54.1 54.7 55.7 58.0 62.9 63.7 70.3 69.7 -0.6 
19-22 41.0 40.6 46.9 47.1 51.6 54.5 55.2 54.7 S:3.7 63.0 63.6 64.7 +1.1 
23-26 47.7 47.0 49.1 53.9 58.2 62.6 61.3 64.5 +3.2 
27-30 58.6 58.7 61.4 64.6 +3.2 

Smoking marijuana' occasionally 18 50.6 55.9 57.4 59.9 62.9 64.2 64.4 67.0 72.1 71.1 76.4 75.8 -0.6 
19-22 50.9 49.2 54.0 57.9 59.4 64.6 64.4 65.1 69.!! 71.5 74.1 73.9 -0.2 
23-26 54.3 56.4 57.1 63.1 68.1 73.2 71.8 72.5 +0.7 
27-30 67.8 69.4 71.9 73.7 +1.8 

Smoking marijuana rcglliarly 18 72.0 75.0 74.7 77.6 79.2 81.0 82.3 82.9 85.5 84.9 86.7 85.9 -0.8 
19-22 70.3 75.2 75.7 79.5 80.0 82.7 83.5 84.8 86.9 87.5 89.1 88.4 -C.7 
23-26 77.8 78.4 80.9 82.0 85.8 89.2 88.1 87.9 -0.2 
27··30 85.4 86.0 88.4 89.2 +0.8 

Trying LSD once or twice 18 87.4 86.5 87.8 87.8 87.6 88.6 89.0 87.9 89.5 88.4 87.9 87.9 0.0 
19-22 87.4 90.5 88.0 89.3 89.3 91.1 90.5 91.8 90.8 91.2 89.1 89.9 +0.8 
23-26 87.4 90.8 88.6 89.8 88.9 91.0 90.1 92.4 +2.3 
27-30 88.8 89.7 92.3 91.1 -1.2 

Trying cocaine once or twice 18 NA NA NA NA NA NA 79.6 83.9 88.1 88.9 90.5 91.8 + 1.3 
19-22 NA NA NA NA NA NA 76.4 NA 84.8 87.7 89.2 92.3 +3.1 
23-26 NA NA 70.8 NA 81.4 84.5 84.1 86.7 +2.6 
27-30 81.8 81.1 83.7 83.5 -0.2 

Taking cocaine occasionally 18 NA NA NA NA NA NA 87.3 89.7 92.1 92.1 94.2 94.7 +0.5 
19-22 NA NA NA NA NA NA 84.9 NA 91.0 93.8 94.2 95.6 +1.4 
23-26 NA NA 81.7 N.4. 88.2 91.5 92.4 9~.1 +1.7 
27-30 87.7 89.5 90.0 92.2 +2.2 

Trying an amphetamine 18 78.9 74.4 75.7 76.8 77.0 77.0 79.4 80.0 82.3 84.1 84.2 85.3 + 1.1 
once or twice 19-22 75.8 76.7 75.3 74.3 77.0 79.7 81.5 81.3 83.0 83.5 84.5 86.5 +2.0 

23-26 78.4 79.1 76.7 81.7 83.0 85.6 84.3 85.0 +0.7 
27-30 82.7 84.1 84.9 84.6 -0.3 

Taking one or two drinks 18 70.5 69.5 71.9 71.7 73.6 75.4 75.9 71.8 74.9 76.4 79.0 76.6 -2.4 
nellrly every day 19-22 71.9 72.1 68.6 73.5 71.6 72.2 72.7 70.2 73.9 77.1 73.3 73.7 +0.4 

23-26 63.6 66.8 67.7 68.3 69.2 70.8 72.7 72.5 -0.2 
27-30 71.0 68.0 70.4 71.9 +1.5 

Taking four or five drinks 18 87.9 86.4 86.6 86.0 86.1 88.2 87.4 85.6 87.1 87.2 88.2 86.4 -1.8 
nearly every day 19-22 93.7 91.7 89.9 91.9 91.7 92.5 91.5 90.8 90.4 92.5 89.9 91.7 +1.8 

23-26 90.8 90.2 92.5 92.8 93.7 92.1 92.1 92.4 +0.3 
27-30 92.8 92.0 92.9 92.7 -0.2 

Having five or more drinks once 18 50.6 50.3 51.2 50.6 51.3 55.9 54.9 52.4 54.0 56.4 59.0 58.1 -0.9 
or twice each weekend 19-22 53.5 5i.7 51.7 53.3 50.8 53.3 47.0 49.4 50.5 56.8 53.1 51.4 -1.7 

23-26 53.8 57.3 61.0 57.2 58.8 57.5 55.1 56.8 +1.7 
27-30 61.9 65.1 66.3 68.2 +1.9 

Smoking one or more packs of 18 74.4 73.8 70.3 72.2 73.9 73.7 76.2 74.2 76.4 74.4 75.3 74.0 -1.3 
cigarettes per day 19-22 75.6 75.1 75.4 78.5 76.2 79.7 77.7 78.6 80.2 78.4 77.5 78.3 +0.8 

23-26 73.9 77.3 80.3 80.5 79.5 80.5 78.5 83.3 +4.8s 
27-30 81.2 80.9 82.9 84.5 + 1.6 

Approx. Wtd. N = 18 2766 3120 3024 2722 2721 2688 2639 2815 2778 2400 2184 2160 
19-22 569 597 580 577 5<12 556 577 595 584 555 559 537 
23-26 510 548 549 540 510 513 516 516 
27-30 483 518 479 480 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent classes: 6 ::: .05, S6 "" .01, sss = .001. 

a Answer nlternatives were: (1) Don't disapprove, (2) Disapprove, and (3) Strongly disapprove. Percentages are Ilhown for categories 
(2) and (3) combined. 
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These attitudes do differ by age group, though not dramatically. 
Although perceived disapproval of light daily drinking may 
decrease slightly with age, peer disapproval of heavy weekend 
drinking shows a different pattern: It is somewhat higher among 
27 to 30 year olds (68%) compared to the 19 to 22 and 23 to 26 
year old groups (51% to 57%). 

• Peer disapproval of cigarette smoking is reasonably high in all 
four age bands: 74% of seniors say their friends would disapprove of 
pack-a-day smoking, 78% of the 19 to 22 year olds, 83% of the 23 to 
26 year olds, and 85% of the 27 to 30 year olds say so. It appears 
that anti-smoking attitudes are weakest among younger people, 
particularly since the older cohorts have the highest smoking rates, 
and did so as seniors, too. 

Trends in Peer Norms for Young Adults 

• Important changes in the social acceptability of drug using 
behaviors among young adults' peers have occurred over the years 
of this study. Since 1980, peer disapproval of marijuana use has 
grown sUbstantially for tlle 19 to 22 year aIds; for example, the 
proportion thinking their friends would disapprove if they even 
tried marijuana rose from 41% to 65%, in 1991. Compared to 
young adults, high school seniors have consistently shown more dis
approval for experimental use of marijuana. (See Table 47.) 

• There has been a more gradual increase in peer disapproval levels 
for amphetamine use. LSD has shown a little change in the 
same direction; however, disapproval rate~ are already so high that 
there is little room for further movement. 

• Perceived peer norms regarding cocaine use were first measured in 
1986. During the next five years self-reported cocaine use declined 
substan.tially and peer norms shifted considerably toward disap
proval. By 1991, 92% of the 19 to 22 year olds thought their 
friends would disapprove of their even trying cocaine (vs. 76% in 
1986), and 96% thought their friends would disapprove of 
occasional use (vs. 85% in 1986). In the two older age bands shifts 
have been occurring in the same direction but peer disapproval of 
experimenting with cocaine still remains negatively associated with 
age. 

• While peer norms regarding alcohol use have become somewhat 
more restrictive among seniors, it is not clear that there has been 
much change among the young adults. 

• Peer norms regarding cigarette smoking became more restrictive 
among high school seniors in the early years of this study: peer dis
approval rose from 64% in 1975 to 73% in 1979. Since then, there 
has been little further change; friends' disapproval stood at 74% in 
1991. Similarly, there has been little change in recent years 
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among the older groups: between 1985 and 1991, peer disapproval 
among 19 to 22 year olds actually declined a bit (from 80% to 78%), 
and among 23 to 26 year olds it increased a bit from 77% to 83%. 
Despite recent publicity about changing norms and new laws 
restricting smoking, in the past six years there has been little 
change in rates of perceived peer disapproval of cigarette smoking, 
particularly among those of high school and college ages. There 
may have been a modest increase in perceived peer disapproval in 
the older age strata. 

EXPOSURE TO DRUG USE BY FRIENDS AND OTHERS 

Exposure to drug use is measured by two sets of questions, each appearing on a (dif
ferent) single questionnaire form. The first asks about proportion of close friends using 
each drug, the second about how often the respondent has been around people using 
each of a list of drugs "to get high or for kicks." These are the same questions asked of 
seniors, and the results from seniors are included in Table 48 for comparison purposes. 

Exposure to Drug Use among Young Adults in 1991 

~~ \.., l.tively high proportions of young adults have at least some 
tnends who use illicit drugs (Table 48). Among 19 to 22 year oIds, 
72% had friends who use some illicit drug, and 52% had friends 
who use some illicit drug other than marijuana; the per
centages are slightly lower for the 23 to 26 year olds and the 27 to 
30 year olds. Only 9% of the younger group (and between 3% and 
7% of the two older groups) say that most or all of their friends use 
any illicit drug, and between 1% and 3% of all three young adult 
age bands say most or all of their friends use any illicit drugs other 
than marijuana. 

• Exposure is greatest, of course, for marijuana (almost two-thirds 
report some friends using) followed by cocaine (30-36%), 
amphetamines (17-24%), LSD (9-22%), and "crack," (11%-
14%). The other illicit drugs have relatively small proportions of 
friends using ranging from 6% or less for heroin to between 2% 
and 14% for the other illicit drugs. 

• For a number of drugs the proportion having any friends who use is 
lower for each higher age group. These include the inhalants, 
LSD, other hallucinogens, MDMA, heroin, amphetamines, 
barbiturates, and steroids. 

• Cocaine is the one illicit drug that shows an important increase in 
active use with age. It also shows somewhat higher prevalence of 
friends' use in the older age groups: among seniors 27% report 
having at least some friends who use; among 19 to 22 year oids 
'30%; among 23 to 26 year olds 29%: and among 27 to 30 year olds 
36%. 
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TABLE 48 
Trends in Proportion of Friends Using Drugs 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of IS. 19-22, 23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percentages) 

Q. How man;\' frilmds would Age 
you estinwte ... Group 

Take any illicit drugS 
% saying none 

% saying most or all 

Take any illiclt druga 

other than marijuana 
'10 saying none 

'10 saying most or all 

Smoke marijuana 

18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 
18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 

18 
19-22 
28-26 
27-30 
18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 

% saying none 18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 

% saying most or all 1S 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 

Use inhalants 
% saying none 

% saying most or all 

Use nitrites 
~o saying none 

'ic saying most or all 

Take LSD 
'ic saying none 

;., saying most or all 

18 
19-22 
28-26 
27-30 
18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 

18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 
18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 

18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 
18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-30 

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1987 1988 1980 1990 1991 --------------

12.5 14.6 13.7 17.4 19.0 17.6 17.8 18.3 
9.8 12.0 13.2 15.0 17.7 Ii. 1 19.5 23.3 

16.4 17..3 19.7 19.1 

32.5 29.8 26.5 23.S 20.9 22.7 21.5 IS.6 
34.9 32.8 28.1 22.4 21.9 IS.2 16.2 14.0 

19.6 15.4 16.2 11.7 

37.6 36.7 35.3 38.8 38.7 38.2 36.7 37.6 
32.1 32.2 33.3 34.8 39.2 43.9 39.0 42.7 

36.3 36.0 41.0 38.9 

11.1 11.9 10.9 11.0 10.3 10.4 10.3 9:Z 
9.8 12.9 11.6 9.8 9.3 8.6 7.6 5.0 

10.6 6.6 S.6 5.2 

20.9 23.1 29.0 30.9 
22.8 21.6 27.3 28.5 
25.6 26.2 34.2 37.0 
25.2 27.1 30.4 32.9 
15.8 15.7 11.6 11.7 
13.:; 10.9 10.5 S.S 

!:l.5 9.7 9.5 7.4 
8.6 6.4 5.9 2.9 

43.5 
46.5 
44.9 
44.1 

6.9 
5.3 
3.9 
4.6 

43.8 
39.2 
45.8 
45.0 

7.7 
4.0 
4.2 
3.0 

49.9 
46.6 
52.2 
50.3 

5.1 
3.2 
3.4 
2.8 

53.7 
48.5 
58.2 
52.8 

4.6 
2.6 
1.6 
1.0 

13.6 17.0 15.6 19.7 22.3 20.5 20.8 21.6 24.7 27.5 31.7 34.2 
11.2 13.6 14.8 16.2 18.4 1S.9 21.5 24.7 24.9 26.2 32.4 32.0 

18.0 19.2 22.3 20.6· 2S.4 30.2 38.2 40.4 
2S.2 31.8 34.9 37.4 

31.3 27.7 23.8 21.7 18.3 19.8 18.2 15.8 13.6 13.4 10.1 10.0 
34.1 aO.6 25.6 20.6 19.4 16.0 13.3 12.5 12.2 9.0 &.2 S.3 

17.0 14.3 13.7 10.4 7.8 8.6 8.3 6.9 

82.2 83.5 81.6 83.9 80.7 78.8 77.6 75.3 
88.1 86.S 86.2 87.7 88.3 90.4 89.1 87.3 

92.3 93.3 92.8 93.9 

1.2 0.9 1.3 1.1 1.1 
0.5 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.5 

0.6 

1.5 2.0 
0.6 0.7 
0.2 0.6 

1.9 
0.7 
0.1 

81.0 82.6 82.5 85.5 85.0 84.4 82.0 81.7 
81.6 84.0 85.8 86.2 91.1 90.1 88.3 86.8 

89.2 92.2 92.0 92.1 

1.3 1.2 0.9 0.7 1.2 1.0 
O~ 0.4 O~ O~ O~ O~ 

0.8 0.3 

1.2 1.3 
0.4 0.4 
0.4 0.3 

71.9 71.5 "12.2 76.0 76.1 75.6 75.5 'i4.7 
69.1 74.1 73.5 77.4 78.4 81.2 81.3 81.8 

78.5 82.8 84.6 84.1 

1.8 2.2 2.4 1.4 2.0 1.5 1.8 1.6 
1.2 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.6 

0.8 0.5 1.0 0.2 

(Table continued on next page) 
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6.8 4.4 4.0 2.8 

79.2 
89.1 
93.8 
95.4 

1.2 
0.7 
0.2 
0.3 

86.4 
89.8 
94.8 
93.4 

0.7 
0.2 
0.1 
0.5 

75.9 
81.0 
86.7 
89.6 

1.5 
1.3 
0.6 
0.3 

77.9 
88.3 
94.1 
96.5 

1.9 
0.4 
0.4 
0.0 

86.7 
NA 
NA 
NA 
0.9 
NA 
NA 
NA 

74.8 
79.9 
85.9 
92.3 

2.4 
0.4 
0.5 
0.2 

80.0 
87.0 
93.9 
97.1 

1.0 
0.6 
0.4 
0.2 

89.6 
NA 
NA 
NA 
0.6 
NA 
NA 
NA 

75.0 
79.9 
87.7 
90.9 

1.9 
1.2 
0.6 
0.3 

80.8 
87.8 
95.6 
97.5 
0.7 
0.2 
0.1 
0.2 

91.1 
NA 
NA 
NA 
0.4 
NA 
NA 
NA 

76.6 
78.0 
87.5 
91.4 

1.7 
1.4 
0.2 
0.3 

'90-'91 
chan£e 

+1.9 
+ 1.2 
+2.8 
+2.5 
+0.1 
-1.7 
-2.1 
-3.0s 

+3.86 
+ 1.9 
+6.06 
+2.5 
-0.5 
-0.6 
-1.8 
-1.8s 

+2.5 
-0.4 
+2.2 
+2.5 
-0.1 
-0.9 
-1.4 
-1.2 

+0.8 
+0.8 
+1.7 
+0.4 
-0.3 
-0.4 
-0.3 

0.0 

+1.5 
NA 
NA 
NA 

-0.2 
NA 
NA 
NA 

+1.6 
-1.9 
-0.2 
+0.5 
-0.2 
+0.2 
-0.4 

0.0 



TABLE 48 (Cont.) 
Trends in Proportion of Friends Using Drugs 

YounC' Adults in Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22,23-26, and 27-30 
(EntrIes are percentages) 

A[!e '90-'91 
Grou.,E 1980 19B 1 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 chnnJI~ ------------

Take other psychedelics 
82.2 81.9 84.1 'in saymg none 18 71.8 73.7 74.4 77.9 78.7 78.0 77.7 78.3 84.9 +0.8 

19-22 66.6 74.5 74.9 79.0 79.8 83.4 84.2 85.0 83.9 86.1 84.7 85.8 + 1.1 
23-26 80.0 83.3 86.8 B6.8 88.3 90.4 91.3 91.5 +0.2 
27-30 89.4 92.6 92.9 93.2 +0.3 

% saying most. or all 18 2.2 2.1 1.9 1.6 1.9 1.4 1.3 1.2 0.9 1.4 1.0 0.8 -0.2 
19-22 1.5 0.9 1.1 1.2 0.7 1.0 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.2 0.5 0.8 +0.3 
23-26 0.8 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.8 0.1 -O.i' 
27-30 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 -0.1 

Use PCP 
% saying none 18 77.S 82.8 82.7 85.8 85.8 84.1 83.9 84.5 86.5 85.3 87.0 88.0 + 1.0 

19-22 75.9 84,7 84.7 87.4 90.5 91.1 89.9 90.3 89.9 NA NA NA NA 
23-26 88.4 93.2 92.6 93.1 94.9 NA NA NA NA 
27-30 93.3 NA NA NA NA 

% saying most or all 18 1.6 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.1 0.8 1.2 0.5 0.5 0.0 
19-22 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.1 0.3 NA NA NA NA 
23-26 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2 NA NA NA NA 
27-30 0.4 NA NA NA NA 

Take cocaine 
% saying none 18 58.4 59.9 59.3 62.4 61.1 56.2 54.4 56.3 62.3 62.6 68.3 73.2 +4.9ss 

19-22 49.0 51.1 50.2 53.5 52.4 54.1 51.7 54.3 58.0 57.3 66.8 70.3 +3.5 
23-26 47.6 46.8 48.4 49.3 52.9 59.2 65.2 71.0 +5.86 
27-30 52.1 56.7 61.7 64.3 +2.6 

% saying mos~ or all 18 6.1 6.3 4.9 5.1 5.1 5.8 6.2 5.1 3.4 3.7 2.1 1.5 -0.6 
19-22 7.0 8.6 7.8 6.1 6.3 6.1 6.1 3.3 3.5 2.1 1.2 1.1 -0.1 
23-26 9.1 5.3 7.0 4.1 3.1 2.7 2.1 0.6 -1.5s 
27-30 3.8 2.0 2.3 0.9 -1.4 

Take crack 
% saying none 18 72.6 74.6 73.9 80.8 82.4 +1.6 

19-22 76.2 78.2 79.4 85.4 85.7 +0.3 
23-26 73.6 77.6 80.2 85.6 89.2 +~.6 
27-30 77.9 81.6 ',3.4 88.4 +5.0s 

% saying most or all 18 2.2 1.1 2.1 0.6 0.6 0.0 
19-22 0.7 0.8 1.0 0.6 0.2 -0.4 
23-26 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.5 0.1 -0.4 
27-30 1.2 0.9 0.9 0.3 -0.6 

Take MDMA ("ecstasy") 
% saying none 19-22 83.7 85.7 88.0 +2.3 

23-26 92.4 91.0 90.5 -0.5 
27-30 94.4 93.7 94.6 +0.9 

'To saying most or all 19-22 0.4 0.7 0.2 -0.5 
23-26 0.5 0.2 0.1 -0.1 
27-30 0.5 0.3 0.0 -0.3 

Take heroin 
% saying none 18 87.0 87.5 86.8 88.0 87.0 85.5 84.7 86.1 87.6 86.0 88.6 88.6 0.0 

19-22 89.0 91.9 90.6 92.5 92.9 93.5 91.5 91.5 92.2 93.2 93.5 93.9 +0.4 
23-26 93.9 95.6 95.7 93.5 96.4 94.8 95.8 96.4 +0.6 
27-30 96.2 97.2 95.5 97.3 +1.8 

% saying most or all 18 1.0 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.1 0.9 0.7 1.1 0.4 0,4 0.0 
19-22 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 -0.1 
23-26 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.3 +0.1 
27-30 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 

(Table continued on next page) 
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TABLE 48 (Cont.) 
Trends in Proportion of Friends Using Drugs 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups or 18,19-22,23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percentages) 

Age '90- '91 
Group 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1~90 1991 chnn!!lt _____ f _________ 

Take other narcotics 
% saying none 18 77.6 76.9 76.1 79.2 78.6 77.2 78.2 76.8 80.8 80.8 82.8 86.3 +3.5s6 

19-22 77.2 79.6 78.1 82.1 82.6 83.1 85.4 84.6 85.9 85.0 87.1 85.9 -1.2 
23-26 84.0 85.1 8G.0 87.0 89.4 89.2 89.5 91.5 +2.0 
27-30 87.9 91.4 90.9 90.7 -0.2 

% &aying most or all 18 1.7 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.8 1.4 1.2 1.4 0.9 0.5 -0.4 
19-22 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.8 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.9 0.1 0.6 0.4 -0.2 
23-26 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.0 -0.2 
27-30 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 

Take amphetamines 
% saying none 18 56.1 51.2 49.4 53.9 54.9 56.7 58.2 60.5 66.6 66.5 71.3 75.7 +4.4ss 

19-22 45.9 47.8 48.7 50.S 5S.9 57.9 61.5 65.5 73.2 70.4 76.7 73.8 -2.9 
23-26 54.4 59.9 66.5 67.9 71.6 76.9 79.4 82.9 +3.5 
27-30 73.9 78.4 aO.7 83.0 +2.3 

% saying most or all 18 4.8 6.4 5.4 5.1 4.5 3.4 3.4 2.6 1.9 2.6 1.9 1.3 -0.6 
19-22 3.8 5.7 4.6 3.8 3.3 2.9 1.3 1.9 1.4 0.7 1.0 0.6 -0.4 
23-26 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.2 0.3 0.8 0.7 0.8 '1-0.1 
27-30 0.6 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.0 

Take barbiturates 
% saying none 18 69.5 68.9 68.7 71.7 '1;3.4 72.9 74.4 75.7 80.3 79.7 82.6 85.2 +2.66 

19-,22 66.8 72.1 72.3 76.4 78.0 82.8 81.2 84.5 86.0 85.9 88.1 87.2 -0.9 
23-26 77.8 81.3 83.7 85.9 88.8 89.6 91.1 91.7 +0.6 
27-30 88.0 91.5 91.2 92.9 +1.7 

'70 saying most or all 18 2.6 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.1 1.1 1.4 0.6 0.5 -0.1 
19-22 1.1 1.3 1.0 0.8 0.8 . 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.8 0.1 0.2 0.3 +0.1 
23-26 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 -0.1 
27-30 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.2 -0.2 

Take quaaludes 
% saying none 18 67.5 65.0 64.5 70.3 73.9 74.0 76.5 78.0 82.9 83.4 85.7 88.0 +2.3 

19-22 61.7 63.8 64.6 69.5 75.4 80.1 79.7 83.1 87.5 89.1 90.0 89.4 -0.6 
23-26 74.3 79.0 82.6 85.0 87.9 89.7 91.4 94.1 +2.7 
27-30 88.2 92.1 91.8 93.0 +1.2 

% saying most or all 18 3.6 3.6 2.6 2.6 1.7 1.S 1.6 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.8 0.5 -0.3 
19-22 1.9 2.7 1.2 1.3 1.2 0.6 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.2 -0.4 
23-26 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 -0.1 
27-30 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 

Take tranquilizers 
% saying none 18 70.S 70.5 70.1 73.3 73.4 74.2 75.8 76.7 80.1 82.0 85.1 86.5 +1.4 

19-22 62.5 66.1 71.3 77.1 78.0 80.3 79.4 82.0 83.6 85.2 86.6 87.0 +0.4 
23-26 70.7 73.7 77.7 79.2 84.5 86.9 85.2 87.9 +2.7 
27-30 79.9 83.4 83.1 85.1 +2.0 

% saying most or ail 18 1.9 1.4 1.1 1.2 1.5 1.2 1.3 1.0 0.7 1.5 0.5 0.4 -0.1 
19-22 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.8 o,a 0.7 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.5 +0.1 
23-26 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.3 +0.1 
27-30 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.2 -0.2 

Take steroids 
% saying none 18 74.1 75.3 +1.2 

19-22 76.6 78.5 77.8 -0.7 
23-26 ~';'.7 85.0 87.7 +2.7 
27-30 90.1 89.5 92.5 +3.0 

% saying most or all 18 1.7 0.9 -0.8 
19-22 0.2 0.6 0.0 -0.6 
23-26 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
27-30 0.5 O.!) 0.0 0.0 

(Table contin~ed on next page) 
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TABLE 48 (Cont.) 
Trends in Proportion of Friends Using Drugs 

Young Adults ill Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22,23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percentages) 

Age '90-'91 
Group 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1985 1989 1990 1991 change ------------

Drink alcoholic beverages 
% saying none 18 3.9 5.3 4.3 4.5 5.4 5.4 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.9 8.0 8.8 +0.8 

19-22 3.7 3.3 3.4 2.7 3.2 4.2 3.1 4.4 3.0 2.4 3.9 4.8 +0.9 
23-26 3.2 3.2 3.8 4.1 4.7 4.6 5.3 6.1 +0.8 
27-30 3.9 4.0 4.8 5.6 +0.8 

'iii saying most or all 18 68.9 67.7 69.7 69.0 66.6 66.0 68.0 71.8 68.1 67.1 60.5 58.6 -1.9 
19-22 76.6 77.6 75.2 75.1 74.9 71.9 74.2 71.3 73.4 74.1 70.0 .71.4 +1.4 
23-26 '(3.2 74.4 69.5 74.9 68.9 69.8 67.1 69.3 +2.2 
27-30 66.7 67.8 62.0 62.7 +0.7 

Get drunk at least 
once a week 18 16.9 18.2 16.9 16.1 18.5 17.5 15.3 14.4 15.6 17.2 20.8 20.2 -0.6 
'iii saying none 19-22 19.1 20.1 20.0 19.6 20.2 23.3 18.0 18.9 19.4 19.6 19.9 19.2 -0.7 

23-26 26.9 27.3 26.5 26.3 27.9 26.9 27.8 26.0 -1.8 
27-30 33:1 38.2 34.6 34.8 +0.2 

'iii saying most or all 18 30.1 29.4 29.9 31.0 29.6 29.9 31.8 31.3 29.6 31.1 27.5 29.7 +2.2 
19-22 21.9 23.3 22.0 20.2 22.7 21.7 20.8 21.3 24.0 22.6 23.6 24.9 +1.3 
23-26 11.4 11.6 12.5 11.9 12.8 12.0 13.9 11.6 -2.3 
27-30 5.2 6.3 6.7 6.6 -0.1 

Smoke cigarettes 
% saymgnone 18 9.4 11.5 11.7 13.0 14.0 13.0 12.2 11.7 12.3 13.5 15.1 14.3 -0.8 

19-22 5.6 5.7 6.6 6.9 8.1 8.4 B.9 9.7 10.7 10.0 13.9 13.9 0.0 
23-26 6.1 5.0 8.4 7.9 10.2 9.9 11.3 10.4 -0.9 
27-30 7.4 10.2 9.3 9.6 +0.3 

% saying most or all 18 23.3 22.4 24.1 22.4 19.2 22.S 21.5 21.0 20.2 23.1 21.4 21.8 +0.4 
19-22 31.8 27.6 25.6 25.2 25.6 22.7 21.9 22.5 19.3 19.9 19.2 20.2 +1.0 
23-26 25.6 22.7 19.7 18.5 16.5 20.5 16.9 18.1 +1.2 
27-30 15.8 14.2 11.6 12.9 +1.3 

Approx. Wtd. N .. 18 2987 3307 2~O3 3095 2945 2971 2798 2948 2961 2587 2361 2339 
19-22 576 592 564 579 543 554 579 S72 562 579 55G 526 
23-26 527 534 546 528 528 506 510 507 
27-30 516 507 499 476 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent claBses: & II! ,OS, S6 ... 01, BSS .., .001. A blank cell indicates 
data not available. 

a,-hese estimates were derived from responses to the questions listed above. "AllY illicit drug" includes all of the drugs listed except 
cigarettes and alcohol. 
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• In general it appears that even some respondents who report that 
friends use illicit drugs, are not direc'~ly exposed to use themselves, 
judging by the differences in propo~:tions saying they have some 
friends who use (Table 48), and the proportions who say they have 
not been around people who were using during the prior year 
(Table 49). This iE, especially true of the elder age band. 

• Considerably fewer of the 27-30 year aIds have any friends who use 
steroids (8%) than do the 23-26 year olds (12%)) or the 19-22 year 
olds (22%). 

• With respect to alcohol use, the great majority of young adults 
have at least some friends who get drunh at least once Q, week, 
although this differs by age: 80% of the high school seniors, 81% of 
the 19 to 22 year oIds, 74% of the 23 to 26 year oIds, and 65% of 
the 27 to 30 year oIds. The proportions who say most or all of' their 
friends get drunk once a week differ substantially by age: 30% of 
the seniors, 25% of the 19 to 22 year olds, 12% of the 23 to 26 year 
aIds, and 7% of the 27 to 30 year oIds. In terms of direct exposure 
during the past year to people who were drinking alcohol "to get 
high or for 'kicks'r" such exposure is almost universal in these four 
age groups: 92%, 94%, 91%, and 88%, respectively. (See Table 49.;' 

• Nearly all of these four groups also have at least a few friends who 
smoke cigarettes, with little difference by age. About a fifth of 
each of the younger three groups state that most or all of their 
friends smoke: 22% of the seniors, 20% of the 19 to 22 year aIds, 
and 18% of the 23 to 26 year aIds; while only 13% of the 27 to 30 
year aIds say the same. This divergence is very likely due to the 
increasing sorting of people in the workplace and neighborhoods by 
educational status, as they get further into their chosen jobsl 
professions. 

Trends in Exposure to Drug Use by Young Adults 

• Tables 48 and 49 also give trends in the proportion of friends using 
and in direct exposure to use. Trends are available for the 19 to 22 
year olds since 1980, for the 23 to 26 year olds since 1984, and for 
the 27 to 30 year aIds since 1988. Data for hig:'1- school seniors 
since 1980 also have been included in these tables. 

• As we found for seniors, trends in exposure to use tend to parallel 
trends in self-reported use for the variQus drugs among young 
adults. In recent years that has meant a decreasing number being 
exposed to any illicit drug use (Table 49), or through their own 
friendship circle (Table 48). 

• This has been largely due to the decrease in exposure to 
marijuana use. It is particularly noteworthy that, while 34% of 
the 19 to 22 year aIds in 1980 said most or all of their friends used 
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marijuana, only 8% said the same in 1991. Clearly the number of 
friendship groupir~~s in which marijuana use is widespread has 
dropped dramatically, 

• The proportion exposed to use of an~' illicit drugs other than 
marijuana, by way of contrast, did not change much between 
1980 and 1986, but between 1986 and 1991 there was a drop in 
such exposure in all four age groups. In all four age groups this 
appears to be due particularly to drops in exposure to the use of 
cocaine and amphetamines, although there were decreases for 
methaqualone, barbiturates, and tranquilizers as well. 

• All age groups have shown a longer term decline in exposure to 
barbiturate use, as well as the use of amphetamines, metlta
qualone and tranquilizers. 

• In. recent years there has been a considerable drop in the proportion 
of all four age groups who say thBY have any friends who use 
crach. 

• For all foul' age groups there have been some modest declines in the 
proportion saying that most or all of their friends drink alcohol. 
but little chauge in the proportion saying that most or all of their 
friends get drunh once a week. 

• Among seniors, the proportion who said most or all of their friends 
smoked cigarettes decHned appreciably between 1975 and 1981, 
about when self-reported use declined, and leveled thereafter. 
Among 19 to 22 year olds a decline in friends' use occurred between 
1980 (or possibly earlier) and 1985, followed by a leveling; and 
among 23 to 26 year olds such a downturn was evident between at 
least 1984 (the first year for which data are available) and 1988. 
These staggered changes illustrate that the "cohort effects" are 
moving up the age spectr1-:.m. 

• All of these changes parallel changes in self-reported use by these 
four age groups, reinforcing our trust in the validity of the self
report data. 

PERCEIVED AVAILABILITY OF DRUGS 

Young adults participating in the follow-up survey receive identical questions to those 
asked of seniors about how difficult they think it would be to get each of the various 
drugs if they wanted them. The questions are contained in only one of the six question
naire forms, yielding a weighted sample size for each four-year age band of about 500 to 
600 cases. The data for the follow-up samples are presented in Table 50, along with the 
dab.!. for the seniors. 
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TABLE 49 
Trends in Exposure to Drug Use 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of lS, 19-22,23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percentages) 

Q. During tM LAST 12 
MONTHS how often 
have you been around 
people who were taking Age '90-'91 
each of tM following to Group ll!lQllli~l!l!!l~ill.2~.ill1.!J!§.!!~l!!ru!.llll!l change 
get high or for "kicks"? 

Any illicit druga 

% Baying not at all 18 15.7 17.3 18.6 20.6 22.1 22.3 24.5 26.1 2S.7 31.4 32.4 35.8 +3.4& 
19-22 19.4 19.0 18.5 23.5 23.7 22.6 25.4 27.3 30.5 3S.5 39.2 41.1 +1.9 
23-26 31.1 29.8 32.0 37.6 37.3 41.7 45.4 47.9 +2.5 
27-30 47.6 49.S 53.0 60.4 +7.46 

% oaying often 18 36.3 3G.1 31.4 29.8 28.3 27.2 26.3 23.3 20.8 22.0 20.7 18.2 -2.5 
19-22 34.6 34.0 32.1 24.4 24.4 23.7 21.1 lS.9 19.9 16.2 16.4 17.6 + 1.2 
23-26 20.7 23.3 18.5 17.4 18.2 13.8 13.7 13.3 -0.4 
27-30 13.7 12.0 10.8 S.2 -2.6 

Any illicit druga 

other than marijuana 
% saying not at all IS 41.5 37.4 37.5 41).6 40.2 40.7 44.7 48.3 52.2 52.9 54.S 60.0 +5.4s& 

19-22 43.1 41.6 38.4 45.1 42.9 46.7 46.6 51.5 53.6 63.5 60.6 66.2 +5.6 
23-26 48.5 48.1 48.5 56.4 57.1 63.2 66.0 70.0 +4.0 
27-30 64.2 66.3 68.5 74.2 +5.7& 

% saying often 18 14.1 17.1 16.6 14.2 14.6 12.9 12.1 10.2 9.6 10.7 9.2 7.9 -1.3 
19-22 11.8 15.6 13.5 11.1 10.7 10.2 8.2 8.1 7.5 6.7 4.5 4.4 -0.1 
23-26 9.0 10.4 9.3 8.5 6.7 5.0 6.1 3.5 -1.6 
27-30 6.0 4.7 4.1 3.2 -0.9 

Marijuanu 
% saying not at all 18 18.0 19.8 22.1 23.8 25.6 26.5 2S.0 29.6 33.0 35.2 36.6 40.4 +3.86 

19-22 20.2 20.2 21.3 27.3 25.9 24.5 27.6 29.5 33.7 40.7 42.5 45.0 +2.5 
23-26 34.7 34.0 35.9 41.0 42.4 45.0 49.4 52.1 +2.7 
27-30 50.9 52.6 57.9 64.0 +6.11: 

% saying often 18 33.11 33.1 28.0 26.1, 24.8 24.2 24.0 20.6 17.9 19.5 17.8 16.0 -1.8 
19-22 32.6 30.5 30.3 21.1 21.9 20.3 lS.S lS.4 UI.3 14.2 14.7 15.9 +1.2 
23-26 17.5 20.0 14.6 14.8 15.6 11.6 11.2 11.6 +0.4 
27-30 10.9 9.8 8.5 6.7 -1.8 

LSD 
% saying not at all 18 82.8 82.6 83.9 86.2 87.5 86.8 86.9 87.1 86.6 85.0 85.1 84.3 -0.8 

19-22 82.6 84.2 84.0 86.5 8'1.2 87.3 89.2 89.1 88.0 88.0 87.9 86.9 -1.0 
23-26 91.7 90.7 91.2 92.7 93.7 93.3 91.6 91.4 -0.2 
27-30 96.4 96.8 96.7 96.4 -0.3 

% saying often 18 1.4 2.0 1.9 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.8 1.6 2.2 2.6 2.9 +0.3 
19-22 1.4 1.5 1.4 0.6 0,8 0.7 0.5 1.2 0.6 1.1 1.2 1.0 -0.2 
23-26 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.6 O.S 0.5 0.2 -0.3 
27-30 o.a 0.2 0.5 0.2 -0.3 

Other psychedelics 
% saying not at all 18 79.6 82.4 83.2 86.9 87.3 87.5 88.2 90.0 91.0 91.~ 90.6 90.6 0.0 

19-22 81.7 83.7 83.7 87.5 89.5 89.0 90.8 90.9 92.3 91.6 91.7 91.1 -0.6 
23-26 91.6 91.1 90.9 94.0 94.9 95.2 94.3 94.5 +0.2 
27-30 95.0 96.6 96.6 96.6 0.0 

% saying often 18 2.2 2.0 2.6 1.1 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.3 +0.1 
19-22 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.2 0.8 0.3 O.'} 0.4 0.5 +0.1 
23-26 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.0 
27-30 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.3 -0.2 

Cocaine 
% saying not at all 18 62.3 63.7 65.1 66.7 64.4 61,7 62.6 65.1 69.8 69.8 72.3 78.7 +6.4s88 

19-22 62.4 57.7 56.4 63.4 61.1 60.a 58.5 63.0 63.8 73.4 76.0 81.6 +5.5s 
23-26 61.5 59.4 58.0 65.5 64.1 72.0 76.0 80.1 +4.1 
27-30 71.1 71.7 75.8 81,.4 +5.6s 

% saying often 18 5.9 6.6 6.6 5.2 6.7 7.1 7.8 5.9 5.1 5.4 4.7 3.4 -1.3 
19-22 5.8 7.6 6.5 4.3 6.5 7.0 5.4 5.2 4.8 4.3 2.2 1.6 -0.6 
23-26 5.3 8.5 7.0 6.0 5.4 3.5 2.5 1.7 -0.8 
27-30 4.4 3.9 2.9 2.2 -0.7 

(Table contin1led on next page) 
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TABLE 49 (Cont.) 
Trends in Exposure to Drug Use 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22 j 23-26, and 2'1-30 
(Entries are percentages) 

Age '90-'91 
Groue 1~ ~ ~ ill! l.!!§.1 ~ ill§. .!.!ll!1 ~ ~ illQ .ll!.ll change 

Heroin 
% saying not at all 18 92.6 93.4 92.9 94.9 94.0 94.5 94.0 94,2 94.3 93.5 94.6 94.9 +0.3 

19-22 95.6 96.7 95,9 97.1 96.9 95.2 97.1 97.1 97.1 97.1 97.5 97.0 -0.5 
23-26 97.7 96.; 96.8 97.1 98.3 97.7 97.7 98.2 +0.5 
27-30 97,9 98.6 98.5 99.1 +0.6 

% saying often 18 0.4 0.6 1.0 0.7 1.1 0.5 1.0 0.9 0.8 1.0 0.5 0.9 +0.4 
19-22 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.2 C.5 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 +0.2 
23-26 0.0 0.7 0.3 0,6 0.4 0,3 0.6 O.S -0,3 
27-30 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.2 -0.3 

Other narcotics 
% saYing not at all 18 80.4 82.5 81.5 82.7 82.0 81.6 84.4 85.6 85.2 86.2 85.8 88.7 +2.9s 

19-22 85.6 85.6 84.8 89.1 87.6 86.3 90.2 87.8 88.8 91.0 90.6 90.8 +Q.2 
23-26 91.0 87.7 90.8 90.3 92.6 ,92.0 94.1 91.7 -2.4 
27-30 93.5 93.5 94.2 94.5 +0.3 

% saying often 18 1.7 1.7 2.4 2.2 2.0 1.8 2.1 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.4 -0.2 
19-22 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.7 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.9 0.3 0.2 1.0 +0.8 
23-26 0.4 0.5 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.5 1.6 0.7 -0.9 
27-30 0.7 0.5 1.0 0.3 -0.7 

Amphetamines 
% saying not at all 18 59.2 50.5 49.8 53.9 55.0 59.0 63.5 68.3 72.1 72.6 71.7 76.4 +4.78S 

3g,.22 57.7 51.4 51.6 60.3 58.7 64.1 68.7 73.3 78.8 81.5 80.5 82.6 +2.1 
";3-26 67.7 69.5 70.9 79.1 81.2 86.0 89.2 85.4 +2.2 
27-30 84.4 85.7 86.5 89.3 +2.8 

% saying often 18 8.3 12.1 12.3 10.1 9.0 6.5 5.8 4.5 4.1 4.7 4.1 3.1 -1.0 
19-22 7.4 9.9 7.7 6.9 5.4 4.4 3.1 3.3 2.2 1.5 1.1 1.9 +0.8 
23-26 3.9 3.2 2.2 3.3 1.9 0.7 2.0 1.3 -0.7 
27-30 2.0 2.0 1.2 0.8 -0.4 

Barbiturates 
% saying not at all 18 74.8 74.1 74.3 77.5 78.8 81.1 84.2 86.9 87.6 88.2 86.7 90.0 +3.3Is 

19-22 74.4 76.9 78.2 81.7 84.3 85.3 87.2 88.0 91.8 91.7 93.5 92.1 -1.4 
23-26 83.9 86.9 89.0 52.9 92.9 93.4 93.1 94.1 +1.0 
27-30 92.0 93.2 94.1 94.6 +0.5 

% saying often 18 3.4 4.0 4.3 3.0 2.7 1.7 2.1 1.5 1.4 1.7 1.7 1.2 -0.5 
19-22 2.5 2.8 1.1 1.4 0.7 1.3 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.7 0.4 -0.3 
23-26 0.7 0.9 1.7 0.8 0.6 0.3 1.1 0.3 -O.B 
27-30 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.2 -0.4 

Tranquilizers 
% saying not at all 18 70.9 71.0 73.4 76.5 76.9 76.6 80.4 81.6 81.8 84.9 83.7 85.8 +2.1 

19-22 70.4 73.1 71.5 80.5 78.8 80.5 83.6 81.5 86.2 88.0 87.3 87.4 +0.1 
23-26 76.9 79.0 83.1 84.1 86.6 87.1 88.0 89.6 +1.6 
27-30 85.0 88.4 88.9 90.3 +1.4 

% saying often 1& 3.2 4.2 3.5 2.9 2.9 2.2 2.5 2.6 2.2 2.1 1.9 1.4 -0.5 
19-22 3.2 2.6 1.8 2.1 1.5 1.7 0.9 1.1 1.8 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.0 
23-2' 2.0 1.6 2.6 1.8 1.2 0.8 0.5 1.0 +0.5 
27-30 1.4 0.3 1.7 0.8 -0.9 

Alcoholic beverages 
% saying not at all III 5.3 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.9 6.1 6.9 7.7 6.4 8.3 +1.9s 

19-22 5.7 6.2 5.5 6.6 5.8 7.3 6.4 5.6 7.5 8.2 7.6 6.0 -1.6 
23-26 9.7 7.3 8.6 9.4 8.9 7.1 8.7 9.0 +0.3 
27-30 12.9 11.6 13.8 12.3 -1.5 

% saying often 18 60.2 61.0 59.3 60.2 58.7 59.5 58.0 58.7 56.4 55.5 56.1 54.5 -1.6 
19-22 59.6 61.2 62.5 56.6 59.3 61.8 59.9 61.4 55.4 53.8 56.0 53.9 -2.1 
23-26 52.1 54.8 51.4 53.0 48.1 50.9 49.7 48.1 -1.3 
27-30 39.9 39.5 38.7 38.0 -0.7 

Approx. Wtd. N '" 18 3259 3608 3645 3334 3238 3252 3078 3296 3300 2795 2556 2525 
19-22 582 574 SOl 569 578 549 591 582 556 567 567 532 
23-26 533 532 557 529 531 514 523 494 
27-30 522 507 506 478 

NOTE: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent classes: s = .05, ss = .01, sss = .001. A ~lank cell 
indicates data not available. 

a,.hese estimates were derived from responses to the questions listed above. "Any illicit drug" includes all drllgB except alcohol. 
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Perceived Availability for Young Adults in 1991 

• In general, the proportions of young adults in the follow-up age 
bands who say it would be "fairly easy" or "very easy" to get 
various of the illicit drugs are highly similar to the proportions of 
seniors reporting such easy access. This is true for marijuana, 
other psychedelics, crack, other opiates, amphetamines, and 
barbiturates. 

• The major exceptions include cocaine, which shows easier access 
to the drug f(lr young adults than for high school seniors: 51% of 
seniors, 54% of 19 to 22 year olds, 58% of 23 to 26 year olds, and 
60% of 27 to 30 year olds. Note, however, the high level of 
availability of this dangerous drug to all these age groups, 

• Crack is available to roughly equal pro.portions (between 40% and 
43%) of all four age groups. 

~~ Tranquilizers show an increase in availability with age, while 
LSD is easier for the seniors and 19 to 22 year olds to get than for 
the two older groups. 

• Marijuana is almost universally available to the~e age groups, 
while amphetamines and cocaine are seen as available by the 
majority. Barbiturates and tranquilizers are seen as available 
by nearly half. 

• Alcohol and cigarettes are assumed to be available to virtually all 
young adults in these three age groups, so questions were not even 
included for these two drugs. . 

Trends in Perceived Ava,ilability for Young Adults 

• The major trends in the perceived availability of these drugs to 
young adults parallel those shown for seniors. Marijuana has 
bi:len virtually universally available to all these age groups 
throughout the historical periods covered by the available data. 
There has been a slight decrease (of 7%) among among seniors since 
the peak year of 1979, and a sligiltly larger decrease (of 10%) since 
1980 among 19 to 22 year olds, so that now perceived availability 
is essentially the same for all four groups (83% to 86% think it 
would be "fairly easy" or "very easy" to get marijuana). 

• Cocaine availability, on the other hand, had been moving up 
among all three age groups over the 1985 to 1987 intervals, reach
ing historic highs in 1987. (Recall that seniors showed a rise in 
availability in earlier years-from 1975 to 1980-followed by a 
leveling between 1980 and 1985, Availability appeared to be level 
during the same lattei period among young adults.) It is notewor
thy that perceived availability of cocaine increased in all three age 
bands in 1987-the same year that use actually dropped sharply. 
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Between 1988 and 1989, the two younger age strata (age 18 and 19 
to 22) were still increasing, while the two older were beginning to 
decrease in the proportion who believed cocaine to be easily avail
able. In 1990 and 1991, all four groups reported decreased 
availability-quite likely because the number who have friends who 
are users has dropped so substantially in the last few years. 

• Crack availability increased between 1987 and 1989, but has been 
falling since. 

• The trends in LSD availability among young adults have also been 
fairly parallel to those for seniors. Among seniors there was a drop 
of about 10% in the mid 1970's and a later drop in the interval 
1980 to 1986. The latter drop, at least, is paralleled in the data 
for 19 to 22 year olds. Between 1986 and 1991, availability 
increased among seniors and the 19 to 22 year oIds. (There are no 
clear trends for the two oldest age groups in recent years, which 
may reflect their very low levels of use of this drug.) 

• Over the long term, there has been a fd ir decline among all age 
groups in the availability of hallucinogens other than LSD. 

• Heroin availability varied within a f.lirly narrow range from 1980 
to 1986, but then showed a fair increase in all age groups through 
1989. In 1991, all four groups exhibited a decline in perceived 
available. 

• The availability of opiates other than heroin has slowly risen 
among seniors but remained quite stable over the life of the study 
in all three older age groups until 1987. From 1987 to 1990 there 
was a modest increase in all age groups, followed by some decline in 
1991. 

• The reported availability of a,mphetamines peaked in 1982 for 
both seniors and 19 to 22 year olds and has been declining 
gradually since, having fallen by over 10% among seniors and 14::/0 
among the 19 to 22 year aIds. More recently there is some evidence 
of a decline among the 23 to 26 year olds, as well. 

• Barbiturates have also shown a decline since about 1981 or 1982 
in the two younger groups (by 13% among seniors and 20% among 
19 to 22 year olds), and since 1984 (when data were first available) 
for 23 to 26 year oids. All age groups showed a decline in 1991. 

• Finally, tranquilizer availability has been declining gradually 
among seniors since the study first began in 1975 (from 72% in 
1975 to 410/; in 1991). Since 1980, when data were first available 
for 19 to 22 year olds, availability has b'aen declining more sharply 
and from a higher level than among seniors, such that previous dif
ferences between theLi in availability have been just about 
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TABLE 50 
Trends in Reported Availability of Drugs 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22,23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percelll.ages) 

Percentage saying "fairly easy" or "very easy"a 

Q. How difficult do you think 
it would be for .YOU to Age 'SO-'Sl 
get ear.h of the foliollJing 
types of drugs, if:'1ou 
wanted Dome? 

Group ~ill.!~.!ill~~~'!!!'ull.§.§.~lm!Q~ chan!!e 

Marijuana 18 89.0 8S.2 88.5 86.2 84.6 85.5 85.2 84.8 85.0 84.3 84.4 83.3 -1.1 
19-22 S5.6 S1.1 92.4 8S.7 88.3 89.5 87.2 85.S 87.1 87.1 86.2 86.0 -0.2 
23-26 92.5 88.8 88.8 90.3 86.9 88.7 83.3 82.5 -0.8 
27-30 8S.3 81).0 83.1 83.8 +0.7 

Amyl & Butyl Nitrites 18 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 23.S 25.9 26.8 24.4 22.7 -1.7 
19-22 NA NA NA 22.8 26.0 NA NA NA NA 
23-26 23.1 28.0 NA NA NA NA 
27-30 26.7 NA NA NA NA 

LSD 18 35.3 35.0 34.2 30.9 30.6 30.5 28.5 31.4 33.3 38.3 40.7 39.5 -1.2 
19-22 39.6 38.4 35.1 31.8 32.7 29.6 30.5 29.9 33.9 36.4 36.6 37.8 +1.2 
2 1-26 32.7 29.1 30.0 27.5 32.7 32.6 30.2 32.8 +2.6 
2/-30 29.4 2S.S 32.3 27.0 -5.3 

PCP 18 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 22.8 24.S 28.9 27.7 27.6 -0.1 
IS-22 NA NA NA 21.7 24.6 NA NA NA NA 
23-26 21.2 27.6 NA NA NA NA 
27-30 24.3 NA NA NA NA 

MDMA 19-22 NA NA NA NA NA NA 26.6 24.9 -1.7 
23-26 NA NA NA 21.4 23.1 +1.7 
27-30 NA NA 27.1 20.8 -6.3s 

Some other psychedelic 18 35.0 32.7 30.6 26.6 26.6 26.1 24.S 25.0 26.2 28.2 28.3 28.0 -0.3 
19-22 42.1 37.7 33.5 31.0 28,S 28.7 26.3 27.5 28.7 28.1 28.9 26.6 -2.3 
23-26 31.8 29.6 26.4 25.6 29.6 28.7 27.0 25.7 -1.3 
27-30 28.6 29.6 30.S 24.9 -5.S8 

Cocaine 18 . 47.S 47.5 47.4 43.1 45.0 48.S 51.5 54.2 55,0 58.7 54.5 51.0 -3.58 
19-22 55.7 56.2 57.1 55.2 56.2 56.9 60.4 65.0 64.S 66.8 61.7 54.3 -7.4s 
23-26 63.7 67.2 65.8 69.0 71.7 70.0 65.6 58.0 -7.6s 
27-30 68.6 68.2 64.0 60.0 -4.0 

Crack 18 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 41.1 42.1 47.0 42.4 39.9 -2.5 
19-22 NA NA NA 41.S 47.3 47.2 46.9 42.1 -4.8 
23-26 44.5 53.0 49.9 46.9 42.0 -4.9 
27-30 46.5 46.8 46.8 43.1 -3.7 

Cocaine powder 18 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 52.9 50.3 53.7 49.0 46.0 -3.0 
19-22 NA NA NA 58.7 60.2 61.7 56.5 52.5 -4.Q 
23-26 64.9 69.1 60.1 58.6 53.2 -5.4 
27-30 63.5 62.8 57.9 55.8 -2.1 

(Tab!.!! continued on next page) 

131 



TABLE 50 (Cont.) 
Trends in Reported Availability of Drugs 

Young Adults in Modal Age Groups of 18, 19-22,23-26, and 27-30 
(Entries are percentages) 

Percentage saying "f/lirly easy" or "very easY'"a 

Q. How difficult do :vou think 
it would be (or you to 
get each of the (allowing Age 'SO-'Sl 
types of drugs, if you Group ~.!!!!l~~~~.ll!§.§.llli.!ill.~lW1..!!li!l change 
wanud some? 

Heroin 18 21.2 lS.2 2Q.8 lS.3 lS.S 21.0 22.0 23.7 28.0 31.4 31.9 30.6 -1.3 
19-22 18.S lS.4 19.3 16.4 17.2 20.8 21.2 24.4 28.5 31.6 30.7 25.3 -5.4s 
23-26 IB.6 IB.l 21.0 22.3 2B.4 31.2 2B.l 25.6 -2.5 
27-30 23.6 27.4 29.5 22.1 -7.4s8 

Some other narcotic 
(including 18 2S.4 2S.6 30.4 30.0 32.1 33.1 32.2 33.0 35.8 38.3 38.1 34.6 -3.58 
methadone) 19-22 32.7 32.4 30.8 31.0 28.7 34.3 32.6 33.8 37.S 37.S 35.6 35.4 -0.2 

23-26 32.8 32.1 33.6 32.2 35.9 36.4 34.7 33.2 -1.5 
27-30 31.6 36.2 36.1 2S.0 -7.1& 

Amphetamines 18 61.3 6S.5 70.8 68.5 68.2 66.4 64.3 64.5 63.9 64.3 59.7 57.3 -2.4 
19-22 71.7 72.6 73.5 69.7 69.1 69.1 63.1 61.8 61.3 62.2 57.7 58.3 +0.6 
23-26 65.B 66.0 64.5 65.3 62.2 60.1 55.8 54.S -1.0 
27-30 54.3 58.6 55.3 54.4 -0.9 

"Ice" 10--22 NA NA NA NA N""l NA NA NA NA NA 24.0 21.8 -2.2 
23-26 NA NA NA NA NA NA 22.3 20.0 -2.3 
27-30 NA NA 27.3 19.7 -7.6ss 

Barbiturates 18 49.1 54.9 55.2 52.5 51.9 51.3 48.3 48.2 47.8 48.4 45.9 42.4 -3.5a 
19-22 5S.5 61.1 56.S 54.2 48.1 52.7 46.8 44.6 45.5 47.7 44.2 41.7 -2.5 
23-26 52.7 47.7 46.4 45.9 47.4 44.8 41.6 39.6 -2.0 
27-30 43.2 44.5 44.2 38,5 -5.7 

Tranquilizers 18 59.1 60.8 58.S 55.3 54.5 54.7 51.2 48.6 49.1 45.3 44.7 40.8 -3,9s 
lS-22 67.4 62.8 62.0 62.3 52.5 55.6 52.9 50.3 50.0 49.4 45.4 44.8 -0.6 
23-26 60.2 54.3 54.1 56.3 52.8 51.4 47.8 45.1 -2.7 
27-30 55.3 54.4 54,9 47.5 -7.4s 

Steroids 19-22 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 44.1 44.8 +0.7 
23-26 NA NA NA NA NA NA 37.6 35.8 -1.8 
27-30 NA NA 36.4 30.6 -5.8 

Approx. Wtd. N = 18 3240 3578 3602 3385 3269 3274 3077 3271 3231 2806 2549 2476 
19-22 582 601 582 588 55S 571 592 58l 568 572 571 534 
23-26 540 541 648 539 526 514 532 511 
27-30 53-.9 513 510 487 

NOTE: Level of significance of diffe),'ence between the two most recent classes: s = .05, S8 = .01, sss = .001. A blank cell 
lndicates data not available. 

aAnswer alternatives were: (1) Probably impossible, (2) Very difficult, (3) Fairly difficult, (4) Fairly easy, and (5) Very easy. 
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eliminated. Some decrease since 1984 among the 23 to 26 year olds 
has also helped to diminish the differences in availability among 
the three age groups. The declines continued in 1991. 
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COLLEGE STUDENTS 
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Chapter 18 

PREV ALENCE OF DRUG USE 
AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS 

The follow-up design of the Monitoring the Future project is capable of generating an 
excellent national sample of college students-better in many ways than the more typi
cal design which first samples colleges and then samples students within them, because 
in the present sample the students are not clustered in a limited number of colleges. 
Given the much greater diversity in post-secondary institutions than in high schools, 
the use of a clustered sample would place far greater limitations on sample accuracy at 
the college level than at the high school level. (Note that the absence of dropouts in the 
high school senior sample should have practically no effect on the college sample, since 
very few of the dropouts would go on to college.) 

Perhaps the major limitation of the present design for the purpose of characterizing col
lege students is that it limits the age range of the college sample. For trend estimation 
purposes, we have decided to limit the age band to the most typical one for college 
attendance, i.e., one to four years past high school, which corresponds to the modal ages 
of 19 to 22 years old. According to statistics from the United States Bureau of the Cen
sus,15 this age band should encompass about 79% of all undergraduate college students 
enrolled full-time in 1989. Although extending the age band to be covered by an 
additional two years would cover 86% of all enrolled c~~llege students, it would also 
reduce by two years the interval over which we could report trend data. Some special 
analyses conducted earlier indicated that the differences in prevalence estimates under 
the two definitions were extremely small. The annual prevalence Of all drugs except 
cocaine shifted only about one- or two-tenths of a percent, based on comparisons made in 
1985. Cocaine, which has the greatest amount of age-related change, would have had 
an annual prevalence rate only 0.8% higher if the six-year age span were included 
rather than the four-year age span. Thus, for purposes of estimating all prevalence 
rates except lifetime prevalence, the four-year and six-year intervals are nearly inter
changeable. 

On the positive side, controlling the age band may be desirable for trend estimation pur
poses, because it controls for the possibility that the age composition of college students 
changes much with time. Otherwise, college students characterized in one year would 
represent a noncomparable segment of the population when compared to college students 
surveyed in another year. 

College students are here defined as those follow-up respondents one to four years past high 
school who say they were registered as full-time students at the beginning of March in the 
year in question and who say they are enrolled in a two- or four-year college. Thus, the 

lOU.S. Bureau of the Census. [Telephone communication]. Current population reports: Popuia,tion 
characteristics, Series P-20, No. 400. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, publication pend
ing, 
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definition encompasses only those who are one to four years past high school and are 
active full-time undergraduate college students in the year in quest jon. It excludes 
those who previously may have been college students or may have completed college. 

Prevalence rates foI' college students and their same-age peers are provided in Tables 51 
to 55. Having statistics for both groups makes it possible to see whether college stu
dents are above or below their age peers in terms of their usage rates. (The college
enrolled sample now constitutes nearly half (48%) of the entire follow-up sample one to 
four years past high school.) Any difference between the two groups would likely be 
enlarged if data from the missing high school dropout segment were available for inclu
sion as part of the noncollege segment; therefore, any differences observed here are only 
an indication of the direction and relative size of differences between the college and the 
entire noncollege-enrolled populations, not an absolute estimate of them. 

PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE IN 1991: COLLEGE STUDENTS 

• For most drugs, use among college students now tends to be lower 
than among their age-peers, but the degree of difference varies con
siderably by drug as Tables 51 through 55 show. 

• There is no difference between those enr\,::~d in college vs. their fel
low high school graduates of the same age (that is, one to four 
years past high school), in their annual prevalence of an overall 
index of any illicit drug use (both at 29%). However, college stu
dents are slightly lower in their use of any illicit drug other than 
marijuana (13% vs. 15%). In fact, for al:.l0st all the individual 
illicit drugs except marijuana, MDMA, hallucinogens, Dr 
inhalants, use among college students is lower than among their 
age peers. The overall index of use shows no difference because 
marijuana is an exception to the general rule. 

• Annual marijuana use is the same among college students as 
among their fellow high school graduates of the same age (that is, 
one to four years past hig};' school), both having a prevalence rate 
of 29%. However, their rate of current daily marIjuana use is 
slightly lower, 1.8% vs. 2.7%. 

• Cocaine shows the largest absolute difference in annual preva
lence among the illicit drugs, 3.6% for college students vs, 6.2% for 
those not in college. 

• The next largest absolute difference after cocaine, occurs for 
stimulants, with 3.9% of the college students vs. 5.9% of the 
others reporting use in the past year. 

• Annual use of crack is distinctly lower among college students 
than among their "noncollege" age-peers, at 0.5% vs. 1.3%, respec
tively. 
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• College students are slightly below their noncollege age peers in 
annual usage rates for LSD (5.1% vs. 5.3%), barbitura,tes (1.2% 
vs. 2.0%), opiates other than heroin (2.7% vs. 3.0%), and tran
quilizers (2.4% vs. 3.5%). 

• Ice is used almost exclusively by those 19-22 year oids not in col
lege (0.7% vs. 0.1%). 

• Both groups give about equally low levels of self-reported use of 
heroin (college 0.1 %, noncollege 0.2%). 

• Use of MDMA ("ecstasy") is slightly, but.. not significantly, higher 
among college students than among their noncollege age peers: 
annual prevalence is 0.9% vs. 0.7%. 

• The annual prevalence for inhalantR is slightly higher ,among the 
respondents in college full time, 8,t 3.5~' vs. 2.9% for the noncollege 
respondents. 

• Today's college students have slightly higher annual prevalence of 
alcohol use comp:ared to their age peers (88% vs. 85%), a higher 
monthly prevalence (75% vs. 65%), but a very slightly lower daily 
prevalence (4..1% vs. 4.5%). The most important difference, 
however, lies in the prevalence of occasions of heavy drinking 
(five or more drinks in a row in the past two weeks), which is 43% 
among college students, vs, 34% among their age peers. (As noted 
in the next section, this difference appears primarily because heavy 
drinking is relatively low among noncollege females.) In sum, col
lege students participate in more of what is probably heavy 
weekend drinking, even though they are a little less likely to drink 
on a daily basis. 

• By far the largest difference between college students and others 
their age occurs for cigarette smoking. For example, their preva
lence of daily smoking is only 14% vs. 26% for high school 
graduates that age who are currently not in college full-time. 
Smoking at the rate of half-pack a day stands at 8% vs. 18% for 
these two groups, respectively. Recall that the high school senior 
data show the college-bound to have much lower smoking rates in 
high school than the noncollege-bound: thus these su'bstantial dif
ferences observed at college age actually preceded college attend
ance. I6 

16See also Bachman, J.G., O'Malley, P.M., and Johnston, L.n. (1984). Drug use among young adults: 
The impacts of role status and social environments. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47, 629-
645. 
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SEX DIFFERENCES IN PREV ALENCE AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS 

Tabular data are provided separately for male and female college students, and their 
same age-peers, in Tables 51 to 55. 

• It may be seen that most of the sex differences among college stu
dents replicat.e those discussed earlier for all ~'oung adults (one to 
twelve years past high school), which in turn replicated sex dif
ferences in high school for the most part. That m.eans that among 
college students, males have higher annual prevalence rates for 
most drugs, with the largest proportional sex differences evident for 
inhalants (5.0% vs. 2.1%), LSD (7.2% vs. 3.4%), hallucinogens 
in general (8.7% vs. 4.3%), bp"rbiturates (1.5% vs. 0.9%), crack 
(0.6% vs. 0.4%», cocainu in general (4.1% vs. 3.2%), and 
marijuana (27.7% vs. 25.4%). 

• Among college students, females showed about the same prevalence 
for stimulants (4.0%) as did their male counterparts (3.8%), as 
well as for opiates other than heroin (2.6% vs. 2.7%). 

• As is true for the entire young adult sample, substantial sex dif
ferences are to be found in daily marijuana use (2.5% for males 
vs. 1.3% for females). 

• Ecstasy or MDMA shows equal annual use in 1991 among male 
and female college students (0.9%). 

• Ice was added to the study in 1990. It is more likely to be used by 
19-22 year aIds not in college. Among college students, equally 
small percentages of each sex use the drug. 

• Annual prevalence of alcohol is about the same for male and 
female college students (89% VS. 88%), but males are higher on 
thirty-day prevalence (77% VS. 72%), and much higher on daily 
drinking (6.0% vs 2.5%), omd occasional heavy drinking (52% 
vs.35%). 

Among males, taking five or more drinks in a row occurs slightly 
less often for the noncollege group (45%) compared to college stu
dents (52%), and among females the difference is more pronounced 
(25% and 35%, respectively). Earlier analyses have shown that 
such drinking tends to decline among those who marry, and tends 
to increase among the unmarried who leave the parental home. 
Those analyses have also shown that the changes in drinking 
associated with college attendance are main,pr explainable in terms 
of marital status and living arrangements. 1 Th~ fact that the col
lege vs. noncollege difference is greater among females than among 
males is largely attributable to sex differences in age of marriage: 

17Bachmar, J.G., O'Malley, P.M., and Johnston, L.D. (1984). Drug use among young adults: The 
impacts of role status ana social environments. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47, 629-645. 
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TABLE 51 

Lifetime Prevalencec for Various Types of Drugs, 1991: 
Full. Time College Students vs. Others 

Among Respondents 1-4 Years Beyond High School 
(Entries are percentages) 

Total Males 

Full-Time Full-Time 
College ~ College ~ 

Any Illicit Druge 50.4 56.7 51.3 57.3 

Any Illicit Druge 
Other than Marijuana 25.8 34.2 27. 34.9 

Marijuana 46.3 53.2 46.9 54.0 

lnhalantsd 14.4 15.4 18.4 19.4 

Hallucinogens 11.3 13.7 13.8 17.2 

LSD 9.6 12.8 12.0 16.1 

Cocaine 9.4 15.3 11.4 17.1 

Crack 1.5 4.8 1.8 6.0 

MDMAf 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.6 

Heroin 0.5 0.8 0.4 1.3 

Other opiatesa 7.3 8.4 8.1 8.5 

Stimulants, Adjusteda,b 13.0 19.8 13.5 19.2 
Crystal Methamphetamine ("Ice",r 1.3 3.1 2.1 3.8 

Barbituratesa 3.5 6.5 4.7 6.7 

Tranquilizersa 6.8 9.1 6.6 8.8 

Alcohol 93.6 93.1 94.1 93.7 

Cigarettes NA NA NA NA 

Approx. Wtd. N = (1410) (1500) (640) (690) 

NOTE: NA indicates data not available. 

aOnly drug use that was not under a doctor's orders is induded here • 

Females 

Full-Time 
College ~ 

49.7 56.2 

24.3 33.5 

45.7 52.6 

10.8 12.2 

9.3 10.7 

7.5 9.9 

7.8 13.8 

1.4 3.9 

1.3 1.6 

0.5 0.4 

6.7 8.4 

12.5 20.4 
0.6 2.5 

2.4 6.2 

7.0 9.4 

93.2 92.5 

NA NA 

(770) (810) 

. bBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-
prescription sthnulants. 

cData are uncorrected for cross-time inconsistencies in the answers. 

drhis drug was asked about in five of the six questionnaire forms. Total N for college students in 1991 is 1190. 

eUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other 
opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 

fThis drug was asked about in two of the six questionnaire forms. Total N for college students in 1991 is 530. 
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TABLE 52 

Annual Prevalence for Various Types of Drugs, 1991: 
Fll!l·Time Colleg€ Students vs. Others 

Among Rl~spondents 1-4 Years Beyond High School 
(Entries are percentages) 

Total Males 

Full-Time Full-Time 
College ~ 9ill.m ~ 

Any Illicit Druge 29.2 28.7 30.2 31.4 

Any Illicit Druge 

Other than Marijuana 13.2 15.4 14.4 16.8 

Marijuana 26.5 25.7 27.7 29.4 

Inhalant:.:d 3.5 2.9 5.0 3.6 

Hallucinogens 6.3 5.7 8.7 8.7 

LSD 5,1 5.3 7.2 7.8 

Cocaine 3.6 6.2 4.1 7.0 

Crack 0.5 1.3 0.6 2.1 

MDMAa 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.7 

Heroin 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 

Other opiatesb 2.7 3.0 2.7 2.8 

Stimulants, Adjustedb,c 3.9 5.9 4.0 6.4 
Crystal Methamphetamine ("Ice,,)a 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 

Barbituratesb 1.2 2.0 1.5 2.2 

Tranquilizersb 2.4 3.5 1.9 3.9 

Alcohol S8.3 85.3 89.2 88.0 

Cigarettes' 35.6 45.2 32.9 44.2 

Approx. Wtd. N = (1410) (1500) (640) (690) 

NOTE: NA indicates data not available. 

Females 

Full-Time 
College ~ 

28.4 26.3 

12.1 14.3 

25.4 22.5 

2.1 2.3 

4.3 3.2 

3.4 3.1 

3.2 5.5 

0.4 0.7 

0.9 0.8 

0.0 0,.1 

2.6 3.2 

3.8 5.15 
0.1 0.7 

0.9 1.8 

2.9 3.2 

87.6 82.9 

37.9 46.1 

(770) (810) 

~his drug was asked about in two of the five qUestionnaire forms. Total N for college students in 1991 is 530. 

bOnly drug use that was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

cBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non-
prescription stimulants. 

dThis drug was asked about in four of 'the five questionnaire forms. Total N for college students in 1991 is 1190. 

eUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other 
opiates, stimulants, sedatives, or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 
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TABLE 53 

Thirty-Day Prevalence for Various Types of Drugs, 1991: 
Full-Time College Students vs. Others 

Among Respondents 1-4 Years Beyond High School 
(Entries are percentages) 

Total Males 

Full·Time Full·TIme 
College ~ College Others 

Any Illicit Druge 15.2 15.4 -16.0 17.6 

Any Illicit Druge 

Other than Marijuana 4.3 5.9 4.8 6.1 

Marijuana 14.1 13.9 15.2 16.5 

Inhalantsd 0.9 0.7 1.3 1.0 

Hallucinogens 1.2 1.5 1.7 2.1 

LSD 0.8 1.2 1.1 1.5 

Cocaine 1.0 1.6 1.4 1.5 

Crack 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.3 

MDMAa 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.0 

Heroin 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 

Other opiatesb 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.5 

Stimulants, Adjustedb,c 1.0 2.3 0.9 2.2 

Crystal Methamphetamine (Ulce,,)a 0.0 0.1 C.O 0.1 

Barbituratesb 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.9 

Tranquilizersb 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.8 

Alcohol 74.7 65.0 77.3 72.3 

Cigarettes 23.2 32.5 21.3 33.3 

Approx. Wtd. N = (1410) (1500) (640) (690) 

NOTE: NA indicates data not available. 

Females 

Full·Time 
College Others 

14.6 13.6 

3.9 5.7 

13.1 11.6 

0.6 0.5 

0.8 1.0 

0.5 0.9 

0.8 1.7 

0.2 0.2 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.7 1.0 

1.1 2.4 

0.0 0.0 

0.1 0.4 

0.7 0.6 

72.4 58.6 

24.7 31.8 

(770) (810) 

aThis drug was asked about in two of the five questionnaire forms. Total N for college students in 1991 is 530. 

bOnly drug use that was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

cBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non· 
prescription stimulants. 

dThis drug was asked about in four of the five questionnaire forms. Total N for college students in 1991 is 1190. 

eUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other 
opiat.es, stimulants, sedatives, or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 
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TABLE 54 

ThirtyMDay Prevalence of Dail~ Use 
for Marijuana, Cocaine, Stimulants, Alcohol, and Cigarettes, 1991: 

FullMTime College Students vs. Others 
Among Respondents 1-4 Years Beyond High School 

(Entries are percentages) 

Total Males Females 

Full·Time Full·Time Full·Time 
College ~ Collew 2!:h!!! College ~ 

Marijuana 1.8 2.7 2.5 3.8 1.3 1.7 

Cocaine n.o 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Stimulants, Adjusted8 ,b 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Alcohol 

Dally 4.1 4.5 6.0 7.6 2.5 1.9 
5+ drinks in a row 

in past 2 weeks 42.8 34.4 52.3 44.7 34.9 25.4 

Cigarettes 

Daily (any) 13.8 25.9 11.8 27.1 15.5 24.8 
Half.pack or more 

per day 8.0 18.4 7.5 19.0 8.5 17.9 

Approx. Wtd. N = (1410) (1500) (640) (690) (770) (810) 

.~; 

NOTE: The illicit drugs not listed here showed a daily prevahmce of less than 0.05% in all groups. 

aBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non· 
prescription stimulants. 

bOn1y drug Use that was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 
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TABLE 55 

Lif~dmea, Annual and Thirty-Day Prevalence of an Illicit Drug Use Index, 1991: 
Full-Time College Students VB. Others 

Among Respondents 1-4 Years Beyond High School 
(Entries are percentagel) 

Total Males Females 

Full-Time Full-Time Full-Time 
College ~ College ill!!!!:! College ~ 

Percent re1!ortinG: use in lifetime 

Any Illicit Drugb 50.4 56.7 51.3 57.3 49.7 56.2 

Any Illicit Drug 
Other than Marijuana 25.8 34.2 27.6 34.9 24.3 33.5 

Percent reEortini ulle in lalt twelve months 

Any Illicit Drug 29.2 28.7 30.2 31.4 28.4 26.3 

Any Illicit Drug 
Other than Marijuana 13.2 15.4 14.4 16.8 12.1 14.3 

Percent rel!orting: use in last thirtl: da:!s 

Any Illicit Drug 15.2 15.4 16.0 17.6 14.6 13.6 

Any Illicit Drug 
Other than Marijuana 4.3 5.9 •. 8 6.1 3.9 5.7 

Approx. Wtd. N = (1410) (1500) (640) (690) (770) (810) 

aData are uncorrected for cross-time inconsistencies in the answers. 

bUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other 
opiates, stimulants, sedatives, or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 
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in the first four years after high school noncollege females are more 
likely than noncollege males to marry, whereas very few fullMtime 
students (either male or female) tend to marry . 

• One other drug-using behavior which has shown a sex difference 
among college students appreciably different from those obBerved in 
the sample of all young adults involves cigarette smokinB'. While 
the not-in-college segment of this age group has consistently shown 
little or no sex difference in smoking rates in recent years, among 
college students there has been a consistent and appreciable sex 
difference in smoking, with college women more likely to smoke 
than college men (particularly at lighter levels of use). In 1991, 
16% of the females vs. 12% of the males indicate daily smoking. (A 
glance ahead at Figure 78 in the next chapter shows a fairly con
sistent sex difference among college students prior to 1987. In 
recent years the differences appears to be narrowing.) 

146 



Chapter 19 

TRENDS IN DRUG USE 
AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS 

Since the drug-using behaviors of American college students in the late 1960's and early 
1970's represented the beginning of what was to become a very broad epidemic of illicit 
drug use in. the general population, it is important to note what has happened to those 
behaviors among college students in more recent years. 

In this section we continue to use the same definition of college students: high school 
graduates one to four years past high school who are enrolled full time in a two-year or 
four-year college at the beginning of March in the year in question. For comparison pur
poses trend data are pmvided on the remaining respondents who are also one to four 
years past high school. (See Figures 65 through 78.) Because the rate of college enroll
ment declines steadily with number of years beyond high school, the comparison group is 
slightly older on the average than the college-enrolled group. However, this should 
influence the comparisons of the college-enrolled with the other group rather little, since 
age effects b this age range are rather small. 

It should also be remembered that the difference between the enrolled and other group 
shows the degree to which college students are above or below average for other high 
school graduates in this age band. Were we able to include the high school dropout seg
ment in the "other" calculation, any differences with the college-enrolled likely would be 
accentuated. 

For each year there are approximately 1100-1400 respondents constituting the college 
student sample (see Table 56 for N's per year) and roughly 1500-1700 respondents con
stituting the "other" group one to four years past high school. Comparisons of the 
trends since 1980 in these two groups are givan below. (It was not until 1980 that 
enough follow-up years had accrued to characterize young people one to four year5 past 
high school.) 

TRENDS IN PREVALENCE 1980-1991: COLLEGE STUDENTS 

• The proportion of college students using any illicit drug in the 
prior year dropped steadily from 1980 to 1984 (from 56% to 45%), 
followed by a leveling from 1984 to 1986, and then a significant 
decline from 45% to 29% between 1986 and 1991. (See Table 57 
and Figure 65.) Marijuana use has shown a similar pattern (see 
Table 57), and in both cases the trend curves have peen almost 
identical for both college students and those not enrolled in college 
(see Figures 65 and 67a). They also track almost exactly the trend 
curves for high school seniors. 
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TABLE 56 

Trends in Lifetimee Prevalence of Va no us Types of Drugs 

Among College Students 1-4 Years Beyond High School 
(Entries are percentages) 

Percent whet used in lifetime 

'90-'91 
~ .!2!! ~ ~ ill! ~ .!ill. l!!E .!!!§!l. ~ ~ 1m ~ 

Approx. Wtd. N = (1040) (1130) (1150) (1170) (1110) (1080) (1190) (1220) (1310) (1300) (1400) (1410) 

Any Illicit Drug~ 69.4 66.8 64.6 66.9 62.7 65.2 61.8 60.0 58.4 55.6 54.0 50.4 -3.6 
Any Illicit Drug 

Other than Marijuana 42.2 41.3 39.6 41.7 38.6 40.0 37.5 35.7 33.4 30.5 28.4 25.8 -2.6 

Marijuana 65.0 63.3 60.5 63.1 59.0 60.6 57.9 55.8 54.3 51.3 49.1 46.3 -2.8 

lnhalantsb 10.2 8.8 10.6 11.0 10.4 10.6 11.0 13.2 12.6 15.0 13.9 14.4 +0.5 

Hallucinogens 15.0 12.0 15.0 12.2 12.9 11.4 11.2 10.9 10.2 10.7 11.2 11.3 +0.1 

LSD 10.3 8.5 11.5 8.8 9.4 7.4 7.7 8.0 7.5 7.8 9.1 9 • .> +0.5 

Cocaine 22.0 21.5 22.4 23.1 21.7 22.9 23.3 20.6 15.8 14.6 11.4 9.4 -2.0 

Crackc NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 3.3 3.4 2.4 1.4 1.5 +0.1 
MDMA ("Ecstasy,,)g NA. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 3.8 3.9 2.0 -1.9 

Heroin 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.5 +0.2 

Other Opiatesa 8.9 8.3 8.1 8.4 8.9 6.3 8.8 7.6 6.3 7.6 6.8 7.3 +0.5 

Stimulants8 d 29.5 29.4 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
...... Stimulants, Adjusteda , h NA NA 30.1 27.8 27.8 25.4 22.3 19.8 17.7 14.6 13.2 13.0 -0.2 
~ Crystal methamphetamine NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1.0 1.3 +0.3 
00 

Sedative~ 13.7 14.2 14.1 12.2 10.8 9.3 8.0 6.1 4.7 4.1 NA NA NA 

Barbituratesa 8.1 7.8 8.2 6.6 6.4 4.9 5.4 3.5 3.6 3.2 3.8 3.5 -0.3 
Methaqualonea 10.3 10.4 11.1 9.2 9.0 7.2 5.8 4.1 2.2 2.4 NA NA NA 

Tranquiluersa 15.2 11.4 11.7 10.8 10.8 9.8 10.7 8.7 8.0 8.0 7.1 6.8 -0.3 

Alcohol 94.3 95.2 95.2 95.0 94.2 95.3 94.9 94.1 94.9 93.7 93.1 93.6 +0.5 

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent years: 
s = .05, ss = .01, 8SS = .001. 

NA indicates data not availa.ble. 

aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

bThis drug was asked about in four of the flve questionnaire forms in 1980-89, and in five of the six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 
1991 (for college students)is 1190. 

crhis drug was asked about in two of the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, and in all six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. 

dSused on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate rellorting of non· prescription stlmulants. 

~Data are uncorrected for cross·time inconsistencies in the answers. 

fUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, 
methaqualone (until 1990>, or tranquilizers not under a doctor's i>rdcrs. 

grhis drug was asked about in two of the five questionnaire forms in 1989, and in two of the six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 
1991 (fol" college students) is 530. 

hThis drug war. asked about in two of the six questionnaire forms. Total N in 1991 (for college students) is 530. 



TABLE 57 

Trends in Annual Prevalence of Various Types of Drugs 

Among College Students 1-4 Years Beyond High School 
(Entries are percentages) 

Percent who used in last twelve months 

'90-'91 
~ Eru. ~ ~ .ll!.§.1 .!!!§2 ~ .!!!E ~ ~ .!lillQ. ~ change 

Approx. Wtd. N = (1040) (1130) (1150) (1170) (1110) (1080) (1190) (1220) (1310) (1300) (1400) (1410) 

Any Illicit Druge 

Any lllicit Druge 5S.2 55.0 49.5 49.8 45.1 4S.3 45.0 40.1 37.4 3S.7 33.3 29.2 -4.1s 

Other than Marijuana 32.3 31.7 29.9 29.9 27.2 2S.7 25.0 21.3 19.2 lS.4 15.2 13.2 -2.0 

Marijuana 51.2 51.3 44.7 45.2 40.7 41.7 40.9 37.0 34.S 33.S 29.4 2S.5 -2.9 

lnhalantsb 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.8 2.4 3.1 3.9 3.7 4.1 3.7 3.9 3.5 -0.4 

Hallucinogens 8.5 7.0 8.7 6.5 6.2 5.0 6.0 5.9 5.3 5.1 5.4 6.3 +0.9 

LSD 6.0 4.6 6.3 4.3 3.7 2.2 3.9 4.0 3.6 3.4 4.3 5.1 +0.8 

Cocaine 16.8 16.0 17.2 17.3 16.3 17.3 17.1 13.7 10.0 8.2 5.6 3.6 -2.0s 

Crackc NA NA NA NA NA NA 1.3 2.0 1.4 1.5 0.6 0.5 -0.1 

MDMA (UEcstasy"l NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.3 2.3 0.9 -1.4 

Heroin 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 .... Other Opiatesa 5.1 4.3 3.8 3.8 3.8 2.4 4.0 3.1 3.1 3.2 2.9 2.7 -0.2 
IJ:>. 
to Stimularatsa 22.4 22.2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Stimulants, Adjusteda,d NA NA 21.1 17.3 15.7 11.9 10.3 7.2 6.2 4.6 4.5 3.9 -O.S 
Crystal methamphetamineg NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.0 

Sedative,.a 8.3 8.0 8.0 4.5 3.5 2.5 2.6 1.7 1.5 1.0 NA NA NA 

Barbituratesa 2.9 2.8 3.2 2.2 1.9 1.3 2.0 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.4 1.2 -0.2 
Methaqualone a 7.2 6.5 6.6 3.1 2.5 1.4 1.2 0.8 0.5 0.2 NA NA NA 

Tranquiiizersa 6.9 4.8 4.7 4.6 3.5 3.6 4.4 3.8 3.1 2.6 3.0 2.4 -0.6 

Alcohol 90.5 92.5 92.2 91.6 90.0 92.0 91.5 90.9 89.6 89.6 89.0 88.3 -0.7 

Cigarettes 36.2 37.6 34.3 36.1 33.2 35.0 35.3 38.0 36.6 34.2 35.5 35.6 +0.1 

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent years: 
s = .05, S5 = .01, SSIO = .001. 

NA indicates data not available. 

aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

bThis drug was asked about in four of the five questionnaire forms in 1980-89, and in five of the six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 
1991 (for college students)is U90. 

'1'his drug was asked 3bout in one of the five questionnaire forms in 1986. in two (If the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, nnd in all SlX forms 
in 1990-Ul91. 

dBased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting of non· prescription stimulants. 

eUse of "any illicit drug" includes any use of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, 
methaqualone (until 1990), or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. 

fThis drug was asked about in two of the five questionnaire forms in 1989, and in two of the six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 
1991 (for college students) is 530. 

gThis drug was asked about In two of the six questionnaire forms. Total N in 1991 (for college students) is 530. 



TABLE 58 

Trends in Thirty-Day Pre,'alence of Various Types of Drugs 

Among College Students 1-4 Years Beyond High School 
(Entries are percentages) 

Pert:ent who used in last thirty days 

'90-'91 
~ ~ ~ .ll!E ~ ~ ~ ill! ill§. ~ lm!Q ~ ~ 

Approx. Wtd. N = (1040) (1130) (1150) (1170) (1110) (1080) (1190) (1220) (1310) (1300) (1400) (1410) 

Any Illicit Druge 

Any Illicit Druge 38.4 37.6 31.3 29.3 27.0 26.1 25.9 22.4 18.5 18.2 15.2 15.2 0.0 

Other than Marijuana 20.7 18.6 17.1 13.9 13.8 11.8 11.6 8.8 8.5 6.9 4.4 4.3 -0.1 

Mariju!lIla 34.0 33.2 26.8 26.2 23.0 23.6 22.3 20.3 16.8 16.3 14.0 14.1 +0.1 

Inhalantsb 1.5 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.7 1.0 1.1 0.9 1.3 0.8 1.0 0.9 -0.1 

Hallucinogens 2.7 2.3 2.6 1.8 1.8 1.3 2.2 2.0 1.7 2.3 1.4 1.2 -0.2 

LSD 1.4 1.4 1.7 0.9 0.8 0.7 1.4 1.4 1.1 1.4 1.1 0.8 -0.3 

Cocaine 6.9 7.3 7.9 6.5 7.6 6.9 7.0 4.6 4.2 2.8 1.2 1.0 -0.2 

Crackc NA NA NA NA NA NA MA 0.4 0.5 0.2 iJ.l 0.3 +0.2 

MDMA ("Ecstasy .. )f NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0.3 0.6 0.2 -0.4 

Heroin 0:3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 +0.1 

Other Opiatesa 1.8 1.1 0.9 1.1 1.4 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.7 O.S 0.6 +0.1 
..... StimulantsB 13.4 12.3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
01 Stimulants, Adjusteda,d NA NA 9.9 7.0 5.5 4.2 3.7 2.3 1.8 1.3 1.4 1.0 -0.4 
0 Crystal methamphetaminel.t NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Sedativesa 3.8 3.4 2.5 1.1 1.0 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.2 NA NA NA 

~~~!~~~~:a 0.9 0.8 1.0 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 +0.1 
3.1 3.0 1.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 NA NA NA 

Ttanquilizersa 2.0 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.1 1.4 1.9 1.0 1.1 0.8 0.5 0.6 +0.1 

Alcohol 81.8 81.9 82.8 80.3 79.1 80.3 79.7 78.4 77.0 76.2 74.5 74.7 +0.2 

Cigarettes 25.8 25.9 24.4 24.7 21.5 22.4 22.4 24.0 22.6 21.1 21.5 23.2 +1.7 

NOTES: Level of signifiC!lJlce of difference bet.ween the two most recent yean: 
s = .05. liS = .01, BSS = .001. 

NA indicates data not available. 

aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

bThis question was asked in foui" of the five questionnaire farms in 1980-89, and in five of the six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 
1991 {for college studentsl1s 1190. 

~his questIon was asked 10 two of the five questionnaire forms in 1987-89, and in all six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. 

dSased on the data from the .-evised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate reporting arnon-prescription stimulants. 

eUse of "any illiCIt drug" includes !lIlY us~ of marijuana, hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use of other opiates, stimulants, barbiturates, 
methaqualone (until 1990), or tranquilizers not under a docto.-'s orders. 

fThis drug was asked about in two ofth~ five questionnaire forms in 1989, and in two of the six questionnaire forms in 1990-1991. Total N in 
1991 (for college students) is 530. 

gThis drug was asked about in two of the six questionnaire forms. Total N in 1991 (for college studenc) is 530. 
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TABLE 59 

Trends in Thirty-Day Previdence of Daily Use 
for Marijuana, Cocaine, Stimulants, Alcohol, and Cigarettes 

Among College Students 1-4 Years Beyond ffigh School 

{Entries are percentages} 

Percen~ who used daily in last thirty days 

1m!!! .!!!§! 1982 ~ 1984 lli§. 1986 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Approx. Wtd. N = (1040) (1130) (1150) (1170) (1110) (1080) (1190) (1220) (1310) (1300) (1400) (1410) 

Marijuana 7.2 5.6 4.2 3.8 3.6 3.1 2.1 2.3 l.8 2.6 1.7 l.8 

Cocaine 0.2 0.0 0.3 o.} 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Stimular.tsa b 0.5 0.4 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Stimulan~, Adjusteda , NA NA 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Alcohol 

Daily 6.5 5.5 6.1 6.1 6.6 5.0 4.6 6.0 4.9 4.0 3.8 4.1 
5 + drinks in a row 

in last 2 weeks 43.9 43.6 44.0 43.1 45.4 44.6 45.0 42.8 43.2 41.7 41.0 42.8 

Cigarettes 

Daily 18.3 17.1 16.2 15.3 14.7 14.2 12.7 13.9 12.4 12.2 12.1 13.8 
Half-r-ack or m.-:!re 

per day 12.7 11.9 10.5 9.6 10.2 9.4 8.3 8.2 7.3 6.7 8.2 8.0 

NOTES: For all drugs not included here, daily use is below 0.5% in all years. Level of significance of difference between the two 
most recent years: 

s =.05, ss =.01, sss =.001. 
NA indicates data not available, NT mdicates aata not yet tabulated. 

aOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here. 

1:..sased on the data from the revised question, which attempts to exclude the inappropriate l'eporting of non-p~crlption sumulants. 

'90-'91 
change 

+0.1 

0.0 

NA 
0.0 

+0.3 

+1.8 

+1.7 

-0.2 



TABLE 60 

Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence of An nlicit Drug Use Index 
Among College Students 1-4 Years Beyond High School, by Sex 

(Entries are percentages) 

~a ~a 1!ll!l ~ l!!§i l!!§.§. .ll!§.2 1mU 

Percent reporting use in lifetimeb 

Any Illicit Drug 69.4 66.8 64.6 66.9 62.7 65.2 61.8 

Males 7l.0 67.5 S8.1 71.3 66.4 69.8 64.7 
Females 67.5 66.3 61.5 63.0 59.2 61.6 59.4 

Any lllicit Dru;; 
Other than Marijuana 42.2 41.3 39.6 41.7 38.6 40.0 37.5 

Males 42.8 39.8 45.1 44.6 40.9 42.1 38.2 
Females 41.6 42.6 34.7 39.2 36.4 3S.3 37.0 

Percent reporting 
use 1n last twelve months 

Any Inlcit Drug 56.2 55.0 49.5 49.8 45.1 46.3 45.0 

Male!: 58.9 56.2 54.6 53.4 4S.4 50.9 49.8 
Females 53.3 54.0 44.9 46.7 41.9 42.7 41.1 

Any Illicit Drug 
Other than Marijuana 32.3 31.7 29.9 29.9 27.2 26.7 25.0 

Male,. 33.7 32.8 3:;,4 33.5 29.2 29.7 28.6 
Females 31.1 30.8 26.9 26.S 25.2 24.4 22.1 

Percent reporting 
use in last thirty days 

Any Illicit Drug 38.4 37.6 31.3 29.3 27.0 26.1 25.S 

Males 42.9 40.6 37.7 33.8 30.4 29.9 31.0 
Female,; 34.0 34.8 25.6 25.5 23.7 23.2 21.7 

Any IlliCit Drug 
Other than Marijuana 20.7 18.6 17.1 13.9 13.8 11.8 11.6 

Males 22.8 18.6 20.2 16.0 16.1 12.6 14.4 
Females 18.7 18.5 14.2 12.1 11.5 11.2 9.3 

Approx. Wtd. N 

All Respondent,; 1040 1130 1150 1170 1110 1080 1190 

Male,; 520 53G 550 550 540 49G 540 
Females 520 600 610 620 570 600 650 

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent years: 
f; = .05, 55 ::: .01, sss = .001. 

60.0 

63.5 
57.4 

35.7 

37.2 
34.6 

40.1 

43.3 
37.7 

21.3 

23.5 
19.6 

22.4 

24.0 
21.1 

S.8 
9.0 
8.5 

1220 

520 
700 

1988 ~ -
58.4 55.6 

56.0 56.5 
60.2 54.9 

33.4 30.5 

31.8 30.6 
34.6 30.4 

37.4 36.7 

37.0 38.2 
37.6 35.4 

19.2 16.4 

19.4 lS.7 
l!3.0 14.6 

18.5 18.2 

18.8 20.0 
18.3 16.7 

8.5 6.9 

8.2 8.0 
8.8 6.0 

1310 1300 

560 580 
750 720 

'90-'91 
.!.!mQ .!!ml change 

54.0 50.4 -3.6 

52.5 51.3 -1.2 
55.1 49.7 -5.48 

2B.4 25.8 -2.6 

26.2 27.6 +1.4 
30.1 24.3 ..... 5.86 

33.3 29.2 -4.18 

34.2 30.2 -4.0 
32.5 2S.4 -4.1 

15.2 13.2 -2.0 

15.7 14.4 -1.3 
14.8 12.1 -2.7 

15.2 15.2 0.0 

18.2 16.0 -2.2 
12.7 14.6 +1.9 

4.4 4.3 -0.1 

4.9 4.8 -Cl.1 
<l.G 3.9 -0.1 

1400 1410 

620 640 
7S0 770 

aRevised questions about stimulant Use were introduced in 1982 to exclude mote completely the inappropriate reportmg of 
nonprescription stimulants. The data in itillics are therefore not strlctly comparable to the othel' data. 

bDatn are uncorrected for cross·time inconsistencies in the answers. 
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• Use of any illicit drugs other than marijuana declined more 
steadily between 1980 and 1986 (with annual prevalence among 
college students dropping gradually from 32% to 25%), but showed 
an accelerating decline (to 1~%) between 1987 and 1991 (Table 57). 
Again, this parallels the trend for the non-college group (Figure 
66). 

• Also, for most individual classes of illicit drugs, the trends 
since 1980 among those enrolled in college tend to parallel 'Lhose for 
the noncollege group, as well as the trends observed among seniors. 
That means that for most drugs there has been a decline in use 
over that time interval. 

• In particular, 30-day prevalence of marijuana use among college 
students decreased steadily and now has dropped by more than half 
since 1980 (from 34% to 14% in 1991). Their noncollege peers have 
shown a comparable decline over the same time interval (from 35% 
to 14%). (See Figure 67a.) 

• Daily marijuana use among college students fell significantly 
between 1980 and 1986, from 7.2% to 2.1%, as it did for those not 
in college and as it did among high school seniors. (The latter two 
groups declined even more sharply, because they started higher 
than the college students in 1980.) Since 1986 the decline has, 
almost of necessity, decelerated and perhaps ceased. (The rate 
stands at l.8% in 1991.) In sum, the proportion of American col
lege students who are actively smoking marijuana on a daily basis 
has dropped by more than three-fourths since 1980 (see Figure 
67b). 

• An appreciable and ongoing decline has occurred for stimulant 
use, for which annual prevalence has dropped by more than eight
tenths, from 21% in 1982 to 4% in 1991. Proportionately this is a 
larger drop than among seniors, but is fairly parallel to the overall 
change among their age-peers not in college (Figure 74). 

• Methaqualone showed a dramatic drop among college students, 
going from an annual prevalence of 7.2% in -:980 to 0.2% in 1989. 
Again, this drop has been greater than among high school stu
dents, though only slightly greater, and parallels the even greater 
decline observed among those not in colleg~. There remained prac
tically no college-noncollege difference in methaqualone as both 
grflUpS approached a 0% prevalence level. (Because of the very low 
levels reported for this drug it was dropped from the questionnaires 
in 1990 to make room fo1;' other questions.) 

• Among the other drugs, one of the largest declines observed among 
college students was for LSD, with annual prevalence falling in the 
early eighties, from 6.3% in 1982 to 2.2% in 1985. However, this 
figure rose to 3.9% in 1986, remained fairly level through 1989, 
and then increased significantly to 5.1% in 1991. Those young 
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adults not in college full-time have shown fairly parallel trends, as 
have high school seniors, though the seniors did not show a recent 
significant rise (Figure 70). 

• Barbiturate use was already quite low among college students in 
1980 (at 2.9% annual prevalence) but it fell by more than half to 
1.3% by 1985. This proportional decline was, once again, more 
sharp than among high school students, and less sharp than 
among the young adults not in college. Annual prevalence has 
remained unchanged since 1985 among coHege students and their 
noncollege peers, while use by high school seniors continufJd to 
decline through 1988 before levelling. (See Figure 75.) 

• Figure 76 shows that the annual prevalence of tranquilizer use 
among college students dropped by half in the period 1980-1984, 
from 6.9% to 3.5%, remained fairly level until 1988, when it 
declined again (to 3.1%).18 It is down to 2.4% in 1991. Use in the 
noncollege segment dropped more shal'p.ly in the 1980-84 period, 
narrowing the difference between the two groups. Then it levelled 
again between 1985 and 1988, and has declined further to 3.5% in 
1991. Recall that tranquilizer use also dropped steadily among 
seniors, from 10.8% in 1977 to 3.6% in 1991. 

• The use of opiates other than heroin by college students haa held 
fairly steady (2.7% in 1991) after dropping slightly between 1980 
and 1982 (annual prevalence fell from 5.1% to 3.8%). This trend 
parallels quite closely what has been happening for those not in 
college as well as for the .seniors (Figure 73). 

• Lilt£e the high school seniors, college students showed a relatively 
stable pattern of cocaine use between 1980 and 1986, followed by 
a large decline from an annual prevalence of 17% in 1986 to 3.6% 
in 1991-a drop of nearly eight-tenths. Their noncollege 
counterparts showed a similarly large decline from 19% in 1986 to 
6.2% in 1991. Use among college students has dropped more shar
ply than among high school seniors, with the result that t,here is no 
longer a difference in their annual prevalence rates for cocaine 
(Figure 72). 

• It is in regard to alcohol use that college students appear to be 
showing shifts in use that are different from those observed either 
among their age peers not in college, or among high school seniors. 
The noncollege segment and the seniors have shown fairly substan
tial declines since 1981 in the prevalence of having five or more 
drinks in a row during the two weeks prior to the survey. CDllege 
stUdents, however, have shown less decline (Figure 77c). Between 
1981 and 1991 this measure of heavy drinking dropped by 11,6% 

18 The use of barbiturates and tranquilizers very likely waS dropping during the latter half of the 1970s, 
judging by the trends among high school seniors, 
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for high school seniors, by 8.8% for the noncollege 19-20 year olds, 
but by only 0.8% among college students. As a result, the dif
ference between the other two groups 011 this behavior has widened. 

It is interesting to conjecture about why college students have not 
shown much decline in heavy drinking while their noncollege peers 
and high school seniors have. One possibility is that campuses 
have provided some insulation to the effects of changes in the 
drinking age laws. Also, in college under-age individuals are mixed 
in with peers who are oflegal age to purchase alcohol in a way that 
is no longer true in high schools and less true, perhaps, for those 
19-22 who are not in college. 

On the other hand, college students generally have had slightly 
lower rates of daily drinking than their age group taken as a 
whole (Figure 77b). Daily drinking among the young adults not 
enrolled in college declined from 8.7% in 1981 to 6.5% in 1984, 
remained essentially unchanged through 1988, and since then has 
resumed a decline (to 4.5% in 1991). The daily drinking estimates 
for college students-which appear a little less stable, perhaps due 
to smaller sample sizes-showed little or no decline between 1980 
and 1984, but some considerable decline since then. (Daily preva
lence was 6.5% in 1980, 6.6% in 1984, and 4.1% in 1991.) 

• Cigarette smoking among American college students declined 
modestly in the first half of the eighties. Thirty-day prevalence fell 
from 26% to 22% between 1980 and 1985, but has been relatively 
stable since then (it was 23% in 1991). The daily smoking rate 
fell from 18.3% in 1980 to 12.7% in 1986, and has been fairly level 
since (13.8% in 1991). While the rates of smoking are dramatically 
lower among college students than among those not in college, their 
trends had been quite parallel up to 1986, at which point smoking 
rates stabilized among college students, while continuing to decline 
among young adults not in college. 

Among high school seniors, the decline in daily use of cigarettes 
during the 1980-1986 interval was much less steep. This diver
gence of trends between high school seniors and college-age 
graduates has resulted in much less difference in daily usage rates 
in 1990 between high school seniors (19%) and 19 to 22 year olds 
(20%) than there was in 1980 (21% vs. 30%). The quite different 
trends &1'e occurring because of the greater importance of cohort 
effects than secular trends in determining shifts in smoking 
behavior. In essence, the earlier decline among seniors showed up 
a few years later as those same graduating cohorts of seniors 
passed through college . 

• In sum, the trends in substance use among American college stu
dents generally parallel closely those occurring among their age 
group as a whole, though there are a few important differences in 
absolute levels. One major exception occurred for occasions of 
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heavy drinking, which fell off among those not enrolled full-time in 
college (as well as among high school seniors) but remained fairly 
constant among college students. The other occurred for cigarettes, 
where use continues to fall among those not enrolled in college, but 
has remained stable among college students. 

The trends among college students are also highly parallel, for the 
most part, to the trends among high school seniors, although 
declines in many drugs over the decade (1980-1990) have been 
proportionately larger among college students (and for that matter 
among all young adults of college age) than among seniors. Ciga~ 
rettes are an exception to the assertion of parallel trends, since the 
smoking trends are driven primarily by enduring differences among 
cohorts. 

SEX DIFFERENCES IN TRENDS AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS 

One trend which is not obvious from the figures included here is the fact that the 
proportion of college students who are female generally has heen rising slowly. Females 
constituted 50% of our 1980 sample of college students, but 55% of our 1991 sample. 
Given that there exist suhstantial sex differences in the use of some drugs, we have been 
concerned that apparent long-term trends in the levels of drug use among college stu
dents might actually be attributable to changes in the sex composition of that popula
tion. For that reason, in particular, we present separate trend lines for the male and 
female components of the college student population. Differences in the trends observed 
for these two groups are illustrated in the lower panels of Figures 65 through 78, and 
are discussed below: 

• In general, trends in the use of the various drugs, and in the over
all drug use indexes, have been highly parallel for male and 
female cnllege students, as an examination of the relevant figures 
will show. The most noteworthy exceptions are mentioned below. 

• Afror 1986, cocaine has dropped more steeply for males than for 
females in general, and among male college students in particular; 
narrowing the gap between the sexes (see Figure 72). 

• Certain other drug use measures have shown a convergence of 
usage levels between the sexes, mainly because they are converging 
toward zero. Daily marijuana use is one such example, with the 
decline among males between 1980 and 1986 narrowing the gap 
between the sexes. Since 1986 there has been no further narrow
ing, however. (In 1991 the rates were 2.5% vs. 1.3% for male and 
female college students, respectively.) See Figure 67h. 

• Methaqualone also showed a convergence in use, with males 
declining more (no figure given). 
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• Stimulant use (Figure 74) also showed some convergence in the 
early eighties due to a greater decline among males. In fact, male 
and female college student use has been essentially equal for the 
past three years. 

'" Annual prevalence of alcohol use has been virtually identical for 
the two sexes throughf\1Jt. the period. However, there had been 
some evidence of a divergenc8 in their 30-day prevalence rates in 
the mid-eighties, with females dropping and males rising overall, 
although more recently they have been converging again. Roughly 
the same has been true for daily prevalence, and for occasions of 
heavy drinking. 

Among college males, occasions of heavy drinking clearly became 
more prevalent (by about 5%) in the 1984-1986 period than they 
had been at the beginning of the eighties; and, if anything, they 
became less prevalent among noncollege males (by about 4%). This 
led to college males overtaking and surpassing noncollege males in 
occasions of heavy drinking (58% vs. 52%, respectively, in 1986). 
At the same time the prevalence for college females held steady 
while for noncollege females it dropped about 3%. The result of 
these trends was that college students looked more different from 
the noncollege segment on this measure in the mid-eighties than 
they did in the early eighties, and they continue to maintain this 
difference in 1991. 

Note in Figure 77c that there has nearly always been some dif
ference between the college and noncollege groups in occasions of 
heavy drinking. This is attributable to the noncollege females 
drinking less than their female counterparts in college (likely due 
to a larger proportion of them being married). Although the rate of 
occasional heavy drinking for females in college has held quite 
steady since 1980, the gap has widened because of the declining 
rate (through 1990) among the noncollege females . 

• Between 1980 and 1988 cigarette smoking has consistently been 
higher among females than males in college, despite decreases for 

. both sexes during the first half of the decade. However, since about 
1984 the gap has been narrower than it was in the early eighties, 
because use by female college students declined some, while use by 
male college students did not. 
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FIGURE 65 

Any lllicit Drug: Trends in Annual Prevalence 
Among College Students V s. Othcrsa 
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FIGURE 66 

Any Illicit Drug Other than Marijuana: Trends in Annual 
Prevalence Among College Students V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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Marijuana: Trends in Annual Prevalence 
Among College Students V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 

70 ;1 ... I .. II.I.t.I ..... ' ........ I •••••• I .... '.I~ •• , ....... , •• 1't •••• t ••• , ..... '., •••• ,~ ••••••• II.II ........ i' .. l. 

+ Full-Time 
College 
Students 

.. Others 1-4 
Years Past 
H.S. 

Seniors 

t 50.,... ' ........ .....".,--""""" ........................ _ ..................................................... .. ---.~ 
• ........ _ ••• , .............. 1'_ .................... ;11' ...... , ........ . 

-...L U 40 r·· ...... · .. · .... · ........ · .... · .............. · .. :::: .... ·~ ... · - ... 
s 
1 30 

o+---+---+---+---+---~--~--~--~--~--~~~~ 
1980 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 'S8 '89 '90 '91 

Year of Administration 

Marijuana: Trends in Annual Prevalence 
Amon&, Male and Female College Students 

+ Male 
College 
Students 

P 80 '~\ .. ~~"""""\'Oo~ ___ 1 

e 
r 70 .. '.1 ................................. , •••••••• ;&, ....................................... , ••••••••••••••••••• 

C 
e 60 "-.... """""~ ............ ~"'" ..... "' ......................... '" ...... " ..................... , .. '"" ............................................... ...... 
n 
t 50r:=::::w.::--'c...-----i~ 

U 40 
S 

_ ...... _-r __ 
.. Female 

College 
Students 

i 30+---------------------------~~-------· n 
9 20+"""--·---~-~------·-· _>wo ... _ ... """ ... _ .. _ ..................... -----............ ---

O+---+---~--~--~--~--~--~---r---+---+---+--~ 
1980 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 '89 '90 '91 

Year of Administration 

160 



FIGURE 67b 

Marijuana: Trends in Thirty.Day Prevalence of 
Daill Use Among College Students Vs. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 68 

Inhalants *: Trends in Annual Prevalence 
Among College Students V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 69 

Hallucinogens 11<: Trends in Annual Prevalence 
Among College Studellts V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 70 

LSD: Trends\ in Annual Prevalence Among College Students V s. Others 
1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 71 

Hallucinogens Other than LSD: Trends in Annual 
Prevalence Among College Students V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 

. . . •• w.o. ...... . .. hI • .. ... 
+ Full·Tlme 

College 
Students --- . 'h . hi . ~". .. Others 

1------ ,. . .... . ... 

- Seniors 

" n. .. ...... .. • .. h .. i " 

.-.,. 

-
.-

--
1-0- I. n '" I •• • "~~"""""~¥rWW'II~"~"'""'""""",~""~""',,,"''Io''''"''''''''''''"''~,",,",""",,, 

~t:~ij· ~t; ;;;~- -~:;; ;; ~i :t: ; ; :; ; 
1980 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 '89 '90 '91 

Year of Administration 

Hallucinogens Other than LSD: Trends in Annual 
Prevalence Among Male and Female College Students 

p25+------------------------.------1 

+ Mala 
College 
Students 

e 
r 
c 20+-----------------------------~ 
e 
n 

.. Female 
College 
Students 

t 151---'''''''--' -.~.''''--.'' ...... '''' .......... -'''' ....... ''"'''' ........ --'., _____ ........ 

U 
S 10+-.......... .....-. _. i_.'_'_ .. _____ +,'~~ .... ~~ .. "'*~ .. ~ .. ""~~ ....... ,,.,. 
I 

~ 5.1.-:::-:'-'~ _:~_:::::-=:t:! :=:t: ........ ... ~~ ::::'f=: :; ::::; ..... . 
-.... • • • * 

o ---~I---+---r--~ 
1980 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 '89 '90 '91 

Year of Administration 

165 



:F'IGURE 72 

Cocaine: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students V s. Others 
1-4 Yearn Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 73 

Other Opiates: Trends in Annual Prevalence 
Among College Students Vs. Others 

1-4 y I'\ars Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 74 

Stimulants: Trends in Annual Prevalence 
Among College Students V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 75 

Barbiturates: Trends in Annual Prevalence 
Among College Students V 6., Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 76 

Tranquilizers: Trends in AnnKlal Prevalence 
Among College Students V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 77a 

Alcohol: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students V s. Others 
1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 77b 

Alcohol: Trends ,in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily 
Use Among College Students Vs. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 

30 ... I ••••••••••• u.u •• ~ ........... I ........ ' ••• I'" •• U~ .... I •••• , ........... • ........ ,. .............. 1 ..... ' .... . 

+ Full·Tlme 
College 
Students 

P 25 
e 
~ 20 
e 
n 
t 15 

U 

.. Others 

- Seniors 

S 10+-....".,-, .... "~"'"'"""""""'"~ .... "\W' ........ ""'"""""~~ .... ~"""~ .......... """'"""""''''"''~"'' .. '1Yn~.j,~"'" .. ,,~ 
i 
n 
9 5 

O+---~--~--~---r---+---+--~--~--~~--~--~~ 
1980 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 '89 '90 '91 

Year of Adminlstratic,n 

Alcohol: Trends in Thirty.Day Prevalence of Daily Use 
Among Male and Female College Students 

30 .... ".11 ...................... " ••• , .................... , •••••••••••••••• .,."1 ••••• ', •••••• , ......... , •••••••• 

P 25 .... -""""'--...~~ ...................... Yt'n ...... ~'"'"VWWt"t ................... ~"'"~~~wv 

+ Male 
Collage 
Students 

e 
r 
c 20 ........ -----...w,~~""""~"""""-

• Female 
College 
Students e 

n 
t Hi 

O+---~--~--~---r---+---+--~--~--~~--~--+-~ 
1980 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 '89 '90 '91 

Year of Administration 

172 

il 



FIGURE 77c 

Alcohol: Trends in Two Week Prevalence of 5 or More 
Drinks in a Row Among College Students V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 78a 

Cigarettes: Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence 
Among College Students V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 78b 

Cigarettes: Trends in ThirtyMDay Prevalence of 
Daily Use Among College Students Vs. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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FIGURE 78c 

Cigarettes: Trends in Thirty.Day Use of Half·Pack a Day 
or More Among College Students V s. Others 

1-4 Years Beyond High School 
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